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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable HAR
RIS WOFFORD, a Senator from the State 
of Pennsylvania. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 
C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
I exhort therefore, that, first of all, sup

plications, prayers, intercessions, and giv
ing of thanks, be made tor all men; For 
kings, and tor all that are in authority; 
that we may lead a quiet and peaceable 
life in all godliness and honesty. For this 
is good and acceptable in the sight of God 
our Saviour. * * *-I Timothy 2:1-3. 

Gracious Father, help the people of 
God to take seriously this exhortation 
of the apostle Paul to a young pastor. 
Help them to accept their responsibil
ity to pray for leadership in the con
fidence that such labor in prayer will 
assure a desirable social environment: 
quiet, peaceable, Godly, and honest. 
Give them to understand that to be 
prayerless is to accept an undesirable 
social and cultural order. When they 
are angry with their leaders, when they 
decide to write an angry letter, re
strain them from an impetuous act and 
lead them to pray for those of whom 
they are critical. Help them realize 
that leaders are human beings like 
themselves, that they are not infal
lible, that they are vulnerable to the 
same temptations which challenge all 
of us. 

Forgiving Father, remind the people 
that they are as responsible as their 
leaders for good government. We pray 
in the name of Jesus, Lord of history 
and the nations. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, March 25, 1992. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable HARRIS WOFFORD, a 
Senator from the State of Pennsylvania, to 
perform the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. WOFFORD thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem
pore. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The majority leader is recog
nized. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, am I 

correct in my understanding that the 
Journal of proceedings has been ap
proved to date and the time for the two 
leaders is reserved for their use later in 
the day? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The majority leader is correct. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, this 

morning the period for morning busi
ness will extend untill1:30 a.m. During 
that time, Senators will be permitted 
to speak for up to 5 minutes each, un
less otherwise specified. A number of 
Senators have been specified and will 
be recognized to address the Senate for 
additional and stated time periods. 

At 11:30 this morning, when the pe
riod for morning business closes, it . is 
my intention to move to proceed to 
Calendar Item No. 428, S. 2399, legisla
tion to revise the budget walls. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business, with Senators 
permitted to speak therein. 

The Senator from Rhode Island is 
recognized to speak for up to 15 min
utes. 

TWENTY YEARS OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRESS 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, several 
years ago, it was common to hear the 
pundits suggest that the 
environmentalism of the early 1970's 
and 1980's was just a passing fad. It is 
interesting to note that we do not hear 
that anymore. Today we have politi-

cians at all levels of government, in
cluding Presidents and Prime Min
isters, highlighting their environ
mental accomplishments. We have 
Madison Avenue executives and major 
American manufacturers and corporate 
CEO's begging us to buy their products 
because these products pollute less, are 
more recycled, are more green than 
their competitors. 

Oddly enough, Mr. President, just as 
more and more people are recognizing 
the importance of protecting the envi
ronment, there is at the same time an 
increasing tendency among some peo
ple to berate, belittle, and ridicule 
those who are urging actions to pre
serve our limited natural resources. 

Hardly a week goes by, Mr. Presi
dent, without someone taking the floor 
of this Congress, in the House or in the 
Senate, or to take to the op-ed pages of 
one of our newspapers to blame envi
ronmentalists and environmental laws 
for our economic woes. The argument 
is that there are too many burdens 
that have been placed upon our society 
for little or, in some cases, modest ben
efits. Unfortunately, as our economy 
continues to struggle, this phenomenon 
appears to be gaining strength. I be
lieve this trend is not only unjustified, 
it is literally unhealthy. 

So, Mr. President, let us consider all 
of the evidence, rather than just a few 
anecdotes. 

We must avoid the temptation to use 
environmentalism as a whipping boy. 

What has happened since the explo
sion of environmental consciousness in 
the 1960's and the first Earth Day in 
1970? The question we might legiti
mately ask ourselves is are we making 
any progress or are we just treading 
water? The answer is simple. The Unit
ed States has made tremendous strides 
in protecting the health of its citizens 
and in restoring the quality of the Na
tion's environment over the past 20 
years. 

Let me cite three major accomplish
ments. First, the promotion of a Fed
eral environmental ethic through the 
creation and use of what is known as 
NEPA, the National Environmental 
Policy Act. Second is the steps that 
have been taken to prevent the pollu
tion of air and water. And third, the 
conservation of wildlife and wildlife 
habitat. 

I will briefly touch on each. The Na
tional Environmental Policy Act: I be
lieve, Mr. President, when historians 
look back to the years 1969 and 1970, 
they will say those were watershed 
years in terms of the U.S. environ
mental movement. Congress, concerned 
that the environment needed greater 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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protection, took the lead and enacted 
major environmental statutes. 

In those 2 years alone we saw Con
gress approve and the President sign 
NEPA, the National Environmental 
Policy Act and the Clean Air Act. In 
addition, new Federal agencies were 
created that paralled the new statutes 
including the Environmental Protec
tion Agency and the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration. 

Of all these and other significant ac
tions that took place in those 2 years, 
few can rival in importance the cre
ation of the National Environmental 
Policy Act. Signed into law by Presi
dent Nixon on January 1, 1970, it is a 
short and simple law with dramatic 
purpose. 

To declare a national policy which will en
courage productive and enjoyable harmony 
between man and his environment. 

How I like those words, "enjoyable 
harmony.'' 

NEP A was designed to instill a new 
environmental ethic in all Federal 
agencies by requiring the preparation 
of environmental impact statements, 
EIS's and the consideration of all rea
sonably foreseeable environmental im
pacts of Government actions before 
any decisions are made. 

Now, what does it mean? It means 
that every dam, the issuance of per
mits to cut trees, the construction of 
irrigation canals, must have an envi
ronmental impact statement. No agen
cy is exempt, even branches of the 
military must prepare an EIS. And if 
they do not, members of the public 
can-and indeed, members of the public 
do-sue. The courts have consistently 
held that no further governmental ac
tion can take place until an environ
mental impact statement is done and 
done correctly. 

Some agencies complain and gripe 
and say this is a hassle, but no one can 
deny that NEP A has been a tremendous 
success and has changed forever the 
way our Government makes decisions 
affecting the environment. 

Let us look at prevention of pollu
tion. If there ever was a case where an 
ounce of prevention is worth a pound of 
cure, it is in these areas. In 1970, we 
passed the Clean Air Act. Has it been a 
success? It has been a tremendous suc
cess. Listen to these statistics, Mr. 
President. In the past 22 years, auto
moQile emissions of the two most trou
blesome pollutants, hydrocarbons and 
carbon monoxide, have been cut by 90 
percent. Nine-tenths of the pollution 
from hydrocarbons and carbon mon
oxide has been eliminated. 

Under the recently enacted Clean Air 
Amendments of 1990, we are going to 
see even greater reductions. Over the 
next 4 to 12 years, these emissions will 
be cut to levels that are between 95 and 
98 percent below 1970 levels. 

Another example in our battle for 
clean air is found in the data on emis
sions of lead. Between 1970 and 1990, 

total annual emissions of lead nation
wide have declined by 96 percent-96 
percent-nearly entirely due to the 
phaseout of leaded gasoline required by 
the Clean Air Act of 1970. 

An interesting feature of the early 
1970's environmental awareness was a 
focus on the effects of pollutants wher
ever they may be. Let us take lead for 
an example. Concerns about the accute 
effects of lead poisoning among chil
dren led Congress in 1970 to approve the 
Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Preven
tion Act, which created a program to 
fund lead paint abatement programs 
and screening and treatment programs 
for children. As a result of these ef
forts, we have new paints coming on 
the market without lead content. 

Since the original Clean Air Act was 
enacted 22 years ago, new challenges 
have arisen. The best examples of these 
are acid rain and the destruction of the 
ozone layer. After long and bitter dis
putes over the dangers of acid rain and 
of chlorofluorocarbons, CFC's, Con
gress, in the 1990 amendments to the 
Clean Air Act, dealt with both culprits 
in an effective manner. 

What is more, using the authority 
provided in the Clean Air Act of 1990, 
President Bush recently announced 
that chlorofluorocarbon production, 
which of course is the major cause of 
ozone depletion, will be discontinued in 
the United States no later than Decem
ber 31, 1995. And HCFC's, hydro
chlorofluorocarbons, will be gradually 
phased out in the early part of the next 
century. I believe, Mr. President, we 
are going to see an even faster schedule 
come along in the years ahead. 

United States production of CFC's is 
now 42 percent below 1986 levels, and 
we should be proud of that. Let us not 
forget the Clean Water Act. The Fed
eral Water Pollution Control Act of 
1972 marked the beginning of the envi
ronmental era for our Nation's water 
resources. The law set some ambitious 
goals-the elimination of all discharges 
to surface waters by 1985. We have not 
attained zero pollution yet, but think 
of the progress that has been made as a 
result of the act. In the late sixties, the 
Cuyahoga River in Cleveland caught 
fire-a river caught fire-it was so con
taminated. Today, some of our most 
polluted waters, like Lake Erie and the 
Potomac River, have been transformed. 
More than 80 percent of our lakes and 
rivers now meet the interim goal of the 
Clean Water Act. They are fishable and 
swimmable to a considerable extent 
due in part to the Clean Water Act. 

Our coastal waters and oceans have 
benefited likewise. In the 1970's, munic
ipal sewage and industrial contami
nants were the principal sources of pol
lution. Pollution was literally flowing 
into our open waters untreated. In the 
Clean Water Act, Congress tackled 
these problems head-on and created the 
Construction Grants Program. Over 
the past 20 years, the Federal Govern-

ment, through the Clean Water Act, 
has provided more than S50 billion to 
State and local governments for the 
construction of waste water treatment 
plants. It has been one of our most suc
cessful environmental programs. 

Let me turn to the conservation of 
wildlife and wildlife habitat. Once 
again, some astonishing successes. In 
1973 Congress enacted the Endangered 
Species Act and, because of it, we have 
been able to rescue a number of impor
tant species from the brink of extinc
tion. We ought to be proud of this. The 
bald eagle, the peregrine falcon, brown 
pelican, American alligator, whooping 
crane, all have been saved because of 
what we did in the Congress, and what 
the U.S. citizens requested we do and 
demanded that we do. 

We have recognized that habitat is 
absolutely critical to the preservation 
of wildlife. So we have protected, at 
home and likewise abroad, Mr. Presi
dent, through debt swaps and other 
mechanisms, millions of acres of for
ests and open spaces. 

Listen to these statistics. In the 20 
years from 1970 to 1989, the National 
Wildlife Refuge System in the United 
States grew from 29 million acres to 90 
million acres; tripled. Our National 
Park System nearly tripled, from 30 
million to 80 million acres. The Na
tional Wilderness System increased 
from 10 million acres to 91 million 
acres. The National Wild and Scenic 
River System grew from 868 miles to 
9,281 river miles. Admittedly, a sizable 
chunk of this was in Alaska, but we 
made significant strides in the lower 48 
States as well. 

Mr. President, all of us should note 
yesterday's transmittal of the 22d an
nual report of the Council on Environ
mental Quality together with the 
President's message on environmental 
quality to the Congress. The report and 
message detail current environmental 
conditions and trends. In addition, the 
documents reflect on the Federal Gov
ernment's efforts to protect the envi
ronment in 1991 and the President's en
vironmental priorities for 1992 and be
yond. In a very real sense, the Council, 
established under NEP A in 1969, sym
bolizes how far this country has come 
in terms of environmental conscious
ness. Environmentalism is not a pass
ing fad. What is the conclusion of all 
this? What can we draw from the last 
20 years? Have we made any progress? 
We certainly have. We ought to be 
proud of it. 

The challenges in the future are 
going to be different. We have been 
wrestling with making our air, our 
water, our lakes and streams, our wet
lands, our forests clean and preserved, 
and we have done a wonderful job. But 
now we have to move into the inter
national world, Mr. President. For ex
ample, this June, June 1 to 14, in Rio 
de Janeiro, there is going to be a mam
moth Earth summit. It will bring to-
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gether the heads of state from some 80 
different nations, and represented will 
be over 100 nations. There we are going 
to discuss global climate protection, 
biological diversity, and the need to 
protect and preserve our oceans. 

This conference can be a wonderful 
step forward, but it is important that 
the United States continue to build on 
the ·environmental successes achieved 
over the past 20 years and step out and 
lead the rest of the world. We have 
achieved great things since the Na
tional Environmental Policy Act was 
enacted in 1969. Now we have to recog
nize that there are new challenges on 
an international scale, and I am con
fident we can do it. 

But with all we do, Mr. President, we 
ought to take pride in what we have 
achieved. Let us not knock the envi
ronment and those who attempt to 
make this a better world and a better 
country for future generations. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, cer

tainly I want to commend my leader 
for his most eloquent statement on the 
situation with respect to the environ
ment. I would like to amplify and per
haps repeat, to some extent, what he 
said. 

NOT A BLEAK ENVffiONMENT 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, does 

anyone in this body remember Cassan
dra? She was the mythological figure 
who could foretell the future and who 
in modern usage has come to represent 
people who constantly predict misfor
tune and disaster. Well, I think that 
many of our colleagues and certainly 
some in the environmental movement 
could be described as Cassandra's. The 
future is bleak, they say, the planet 
will soon be dead. 

I would like to join my colleagues in 
saying things are not as bad as some 
would have us believe. Yes, there are 
still major environmental ·problems to 
be solved, but let us not forget the 
steps we have taken. The environ
mental movement to date has been a 
success, not a failure, and we should 
take note of our successes. 

In the last 20 years, we have passed 
legislation to clean up our Nation's 
lands, waters, and air. We have ad
dressed solid waste and safe drinking 
water. We have eliminated the use of 
many toxic chemicals and pesticides, 
like DDT. We have begun to cut our 
emissions of toxic substances. We have 
recognized the dangers of CFC's and 
have acted to phase out their use. As 
an environmentalist, I think it is im
portant that we stand up and be heard: 
Our efforts have paid off. 

I think it is safe to say that few, if 
any, of my colleagues will consider me 
a particular partisan Member of this 

body. I am proud to carry on the non
partisan tradition established by my 
Vermont predecessors. What concerns 
me is that in the coming months, the 
environment may become a partisan 
issue. One side may try to paint the 
other as an enemy of the environment. 
Political debate is not bad, but it 
would be wrong to try to paint our cur
rent situation as bleak and representa
tive of failed policies. I do not believe 
it right to focus only on where we have 
yet to go, without remembering how 
far we have come. 

Most Americans consider themselves 
environmentalists. Could we have said 
this 100 years ago, or even 25 years ago? 
A century ago, the Sierra Club was 
founded. Would anyone in 1892 have be
lieved how the Sierra Club has pros
pered and become a part of American 
life. This is cause for optimism, not 
pessimism. 

We, as a people are becoming more in 
tune with our planet, which I believe is 
quite an accomplishment. Think about 
it. Man is the only animal that has 
never entirely adapted to the environ
ment. Instead of adapting, we have 
tried to change our environment. But 
for the first time in our evolution as a 
society, we are trying to come to grips 
with our effect on the planet. We are 
trying to adapt to the planet; we are 
not trying to adapt the planet to us. 

When my children were growing up, 
for example, white bread was the norm. 
We took what nature gave us, wheat, 
and took out 30 percent of the bran to 
make white bread. In taking out the 
bran, we removed over half of the cal
cium, phosphorus, magnesium, potas
sium, sodium, and the trace metals 
like iron, and the B and E vitamins. 
Then, we put some of these materials 
back in artificial form and called the 
bread enriched. This may seem like a 
silly example at first, but it really is 
symbolic of how out-of-touch with na
ture we had gotten. But that has 
changed. We are beginning to realize 
that natural is better. There are now 
even grocery stores which sell only or
ganically grown, pesticide-free food. 
Could we have imagined this 20 years 
ago? 

It was not too many years ago that 
rivers caught fire, and you could not 
eat the fish from many of our country's 
waters. That has changed. It was not 
too many years ago that we took all of 
our trash to the dump. That is chang
ing. It was not too many years ago that 
hazardous wastes were dumped in farm
er's fields. That has changed. 

One hundred years ago, we nearly 
hunted the bison to extinction. Now we 
have laws to protect the animals on 
this earth. Many endangered species 
have even started making a comeback. 
The cessation of drift net fishing and 
bans on ivory are two more ways we 
have acted to protect the environment 
in just the last few years. 

Wetlands preservation. Now there is 
a controversial subject on both sides of 

the aisle. But lest some think we are 
totally destroying every undeveloped 
acre in this country, I would ask that 
they reflect on these facts. National 
parkland has nearly tripled since 1970. 
Acreage in national wildlife refuges 
has increased from 29.2 to 88.5 million 
acres in the past 20 years. National wil
derness areas have increased in size 
from 10.4 to 95 million acres in 20 years. 
The number of wild and scenic rivers 
has increased 10-fold in this timeframe. 
Last, there are over 4.4 million acres in 
national estuaries. This is some accom
plishment for the past 20 years. 

We have begun to phase out the 
CFC's which threaten the ozone layer, 
and recently, we passed significant new 
clean air legislation to help correct our 
other air pollution problems. Particu
late levels have been cut in half since 
1974. Sulfur oxide emissions have been 
cut by a third since the early 1970's. We 
are making progress. This is good 
news. The American people should be 
reading about this in their papers. 

Major industries have announced pro
grams to cut back on the release of 
taxies. This would have been unheard 
of years ago. VOC emissions have been 
cut by a third in recent years. Again, 
this is good news. Yet, some would cast 
this as bad news. 

Years ago, industrial pollution 
threatened our country's waters; now 
nonpoint pollution is the biggest 
threat. In a relatively few years, we 
have reversed the course of pollution 
set in motion by the industrial revolu
tion. This is truly amazing. Industry is 
now a distant sixth place in sources of 
pollution to our waters. We should 
commend all those industries that have 
done their part to clean up our coun
try's waters. Yet, instead some would 
make it seem like our waters are no 
better today. Is it not time we thanked 
business for their efforts to clean up 
our planet instead of acting as though 
business is beneath contempt in terms 
of the environment? 

Pollutant loadings to the Great 
Lakes have been reduced a third or 
more since 1976. Pesticide residues in 
bird eggs have also decreased. Many 
major companies have undertaken vol
untary internal compliance programs. 
This is good news for the environment. 
Yet, some focus only on the failures of 
industry. Again, the silver lining is ob
scured by a cloud. 

Lead poisoning; this is an issue with 
which we have made tremendous 
progress. Lead emissions to the envi
ronment have been reduced from 203,800 
metric tons per year to 7,000 metric 
tons per year in 20 years. Regulations 
have recently been proposed to further 
lower lead in drinking water. More 
good news for the environment and for 
our country's children. Yet some would 
make it appear as if nothing has been 
or is being accomplished. Yes, more 
does need to be done to help protect 
our children from lead. That is why I 
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cosponsored Senator REID's lead bill 
and have continued to do what I could 
to help move this bill along. We do not 
control the legislative agenda, how
ever, thus the fate of this bill is not in 
our hands. 

In the area of energy, great advances 
have been made in the area of renew
able energy sources. We are starting to 
come to grips with the detriments of 
hydropower. Technology break
throughs have occurred in photo
voltaics, in wind power, in renewable 
fuels. Even fossil fuels for motor vehi
cles have started on that way out. This 
is progress toward a cleaner planet. 

On the energy front, some progress is 
still needed with respect to nuclear en
ergy policy. But, who is to blame for 
our shortcomings? Some would point 
to the administration. Well, Americans 
are tired of finger pointing. 

There is an old saying that when you 
point one finger at someone else, there 
are three fingers pointing back at you. 
This is clearly true as the Senate re
cently approved these pronuclear poli
cies. So let us not blame the adminis
tration for having the same position 
many of us apparently do as well. 

My point is, a lot of good things have 
happened toward protecting the envi
ronment of the planet in the past 20 
years as well as in the past 3 years. 
They should not be swept away in 
gloom and doom election year propa
ganda. It is wrong to tell the American 
people nothing has happened. No won
der many of them have developed the 
feeling that environmental protection 
has gone too far. Some in Washington 
are telling them nothing has happened 
while at the same time taking their 
money? Tell me, Mr. President, is this 
good for the environment? 

Now, I am not a Cassandra, but nei
ther am I a Pollyanna. While we have 
made progress in some areas, in others 
we have not. Allow me to give a simple 
example, the soft drink bottle. When I 
was growing up, we took our bottles 
back. In third world countries today, 
people still take their bottles back. We 
used to do it, and many people still do 
it. Have we become so rich that we can
not afford to recycle? Sometimes I 
wonder. Try to find a diet soft drink in 
these same Third World countries that 
recycle their bottles. 

Try to explain to an impoverished 
resident of this country that you want 
to spend money on a drink that has ab
solutely no nutritional value. We waste 
millions and millions of dollars each 
year on throwing away precious re
sources and on consuming food with no 
calories. That should say something 
about our values. 

Thus, there is still work to be done. 
We must address population growth. 
We must address biodiversity. We must 
address global warming. It is interest
ing to me that some point the finger at 
the administration as not being inter
ested in global warming. Again, three 

fingers point back here. We all know 
that there are Members on both sides 
of the aisle that would resist efforts to 
address global warming. Clearly, one 
side alone is not to blame. 

I believe President Bush does care 
about the environment. I have heard no 
one complain about his appointment of 
Bill Reilly as EPA Administrator. 
Think back 10 years and tell me we 
have not made progress. 

Without his support, there would 
have been no Clean Air Act. Indeed, I 
believe you could easily make a case 
that most environmental legislation 
has been signed by a Republican presi
dent. The Rivers and Harbors Act, for 
example, was signed by Republican 
William McKinley in 1899. Teddy Roo
seve! t added 150 million acres to our 
national forests and created 51 Federal 
bird reservations and 5 game preserves. 
EPA was created by a Republican 
President. 

But, environmental protection is not 
about who is better, or who has done 
more. It is about people working to
gether to protect the planet. Progress 
toward a cleaner environment has oc
curred under President Bush and for 
this I congratulate the President. I say 
this sincerely for I think my colleagues 
know that I am not one to speak mere
ly in support of a party line. Partisan 
politics should have no place in envi
ronmental protection. 

Endangered species do not care if it 
is a Republican or a Democrat that 
protects them, and I suspect the Amer
ican people do not care either. I cer
tainly do not. Let us take pride in the 
fact that by working together, we have 
an Endangered Species Act. 

We have a Clean Water Act, a Clean 
Air Act, a Safe Drinking Water Act, 
and a Resource Conservation and Re
covery Act, to name a few. 

We have come a long long way in a 
very short time. We are beginning to 
turn around hundreds of years of cul
ture. Let us congratulate ourselves and 
the President for how far we have 
come. Then, let us work together to set 
new goals for the future. 

I urge all of my colleagues when they 
read the new CEQ report on the envi
ronment to reflect on where we were 
not too many years ago. We have cause 
to be proud. We have made our country 
a little cleaner. 

Now, Mr. President, allow me to re
flect a little on the present and on the 
future. We have to change the way we 
do business here in terms of protecting 
the environment. There is one table in 
the new CEQ report that is truly 
frightening. That is table 14 called 
risks and cost effectiveness of selected 
regulations, by cost per premature 
death averted. The trend in this table 
is toward vastly increasing costs for 
little gain. In 1967, according to this 
table, the Government promulgated a 
rule related to automotive safety that 
cost $100,000 per premature death 

avoided. That seems more than reason
able to me. In 1984, regulations related 
to seatbelts became effective, again for 
a cost of about $100,000 per death avoid
ed. 

Costs have gone through the roof 
since then. The average cost per pre
mature death avoided for four EPA 
rules in 1990 was $1.425 trillion. That is 
right, trillion dollars. Now I would not 
be surprised to learn that the regula
tions cited in this table were carefully 
selected. But even so, one rule was 
cited as having a cost of $5.7 trillion 
per premature death avoided. Even 
without this regulation, the baseline 
risk of premature death was less than 1 
in a million. 

Are we out of our minds? Is it really 
necessary to spend the equivalent $5.7 
trillion to avoid one premature death 
when the odds of anyone dying without 
the rule are already less than 1 in a 
million. A 1 in a million risk is equiva
lent to getting lung cancer or heart 
disease from smoking 1.4 cigarettes or 
cirrhosis of the liver from drinking a 
half a liter of wine. 

How many people could be receiving 
prenatal care and counseling for this 
same amount of money? How many ba
bies could be saved? How many moth
ers could we keep off of crack? How 
many scholarships could we fund to 
help disadvantaged students? How 
many AIDS cases could we prevent? 
How many cures for cancer could we 
find? Where are our priorities? 

Earlier this month, my colleague 
from New York expressed concern in a 
hearing that New York was losing its 
ability to operate as a port because we 
cannot discard salt water sediments in 
the ocean? Does this make sense? 

There is even currently a debate rag
ing about whether or not the Safe 
Drinking Water Act allows EPA to 
even consider costs in its rulemakings. 
Clearly, we cannot afford a . policy of 
protection at any cost. No wonder 
many Americans wonder about our fis
cal responsibility. 

Before long, the Senate is likely to 
consider a bill that basically is tar
geted at the Vice President's Council 
on Competitiveness. Many are upset 
that the executive branch is changing 
congressional mandates, myself in
cluded. But it seems to me, we are 
somewhat to blame for this situation. 
Congress and the executive branch 
have been on a course toward the 
present situation for some time. We 
write laws, the administration inter
prets them. We do not like the inter
pretation so we write more prescriptive 
laws. More prescriptive laws are more 
likely to be unworkable. The adminis
tration tries to make them workable, 
like the recent lead in drinking water 
rule. Some do not like it so we write 
even more prescriptive legislation, 
some of it even looking like regula
tions. They say for every action, there 
is an equal and opposite reaction. Per-
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haps we should view the Vice Presi
dent's council in these terms. What is 
it that we have done, Republicans and 
Democrats, that requires such a coun
cil? 

It is almost, Mr. President, like we 
have a civil war going on between Con
gress and the executive branch. And 
like the civil war of 130 years ago, it is 
devastating our country. 

I believe both the President and Con
gress want environmental protection. 
Our job is not to write unbalanced en
vironmental legislation so that we can 
look pure while trying to make the ad
ministration look bad. This pure as the 
driven snow posturing is not what 
Americans want. Now are we best suit
ed, regardless of which party is in the 
White House, to writing regulations. 
Our job is to set goals. Somehow, I 
think both branches of government 
have lost sight of their roles. I think 
the American people know this. Maybe 
if we had collectively spent more time 
thinking about the macro issues and 
not micromanaging, we would not be 
grappling with many of the problems 
our country faces. 

It has to stop. We do not need count
down calendars, nor do we need legisla
tion that basically is political fodder. 
Can anyone name one American who 
benefited from all the time we spent on 
the recent tax bill? I doubt it. I can 
think of about 536 Americans, however, 
that were hurt by this waste of time. 

This civil war needs to stop. A house 
divided truly cannot stand. 

It is time to move forward and make 
responsible _progress so that in 20 more 
years from now, future Americans can 
be as proud of the progress we have 
made in environmental protection as 
we should be today. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Minnesota is 
recognized for up to 20 minutes. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS 
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 

I thank my colleagues for their state
ments, and I am glad to have had the 
opportunity to be present here to listen 
to them both. If I might simply con
tinue on the ·wave length of both my 
colleague from Rhode Island and my 
colleague from Vermont and comment 
on the fact that it is a reality that 
there are three Republicans speaking 
on this subject. It is a reality that in 
the time I have been here the Repub
lican Presidents have signed a lot more 
environmental legislation than Demo
cratic predecessors. It is also a reality 
we have had more Republican Presi
dents in the last 20 or 30 years than 
Democratic Presidents. 

I will also comment on the realities 
of the civil war. One of our more clever 
Republican colleagues, the Senator 
from Indiana, DAN COATS, the other 
day talked about some of the nasty 

things that are happening around here, 
he said: "It is 90 percent giving the rest 
of us a bad name." And that accurately 
characterized the way this process 
works too much of the time. 

The battle between executive and 
legislative for credit for things and 
also the prescriptive nature of what we 
do is certainly at the heart of some of 
our problems. One of the serious prob
lems with that is that if we battle with 
the administration over the micro
management of policy you cannot tell 
when the administration is being hon
est with us and when they are not. And 
one example of this occurred just last 
week in the regulations relating to on
board canisters to capture benzene and 
other vapors. The canisters which are 
supposed to go on board automobiles 
are not going to get taken off the auto
mobiles for the umpteenth time and 
put in filling stations. 

This happens to be not one of the 
micromanagement battles but one of 
those battles that has existed largely 
between the automobile industry and 
the environmental community, if you 
will, and the decision was batted back 
and forth in the regulatory process and 
the automobile companies kept win
ning on the administrative side until 
we went to the Clean Air Act and in 
the middle of the Clean Air Act the 
automobile industry won a bunch of 
things and one of the things they lost 
was the canister issue. Last week the 
President decided he was going to come 
down on the side of the automobile in
dustry one more time which simply 
complicates that problem. 

I agree with what our colleague froin 
Vermont said about the fact that we 
ought to be sticking with the larger 
policy issues; we can rely on the ad
ministration to deal with the rest of 
them. 

I would like to talk this morning 
principally about one of those issues. 
My colleagues have talked in the larg
er context of environmental policies. I 
would like to take one of those and 
dwell on it just to show you that it is 
possible for this body and in coopera
tion with the administration to do 
something right. 

I look at my colleague from Rhode 
Island because he principally has been 
in the middle of this particular effort 
to make a Federal policy work at the 
State and local level. I begin with yes
terday. 

STATE REVOLVING LOAN FUNDS 
FOR WATER POLLUTION CONTROL 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
yesterday the Environment and Public 
Works Committee held its annual hear
ing on the budget request of the EPA, 
the Environmental Protection Agency, 
which we hope to become a Cabinet de
partment one of these days when it 
frees itself from the maze of riders that 
we keep putting on the bill. It is a fact 

that each year the Administrator of 
the EPA and all of the assistant admin
istrators appear before the Environ
ment and Public Works Committee to 
discuss the President's proposed budget 
for the coming year. 

Yesterday, Bill Reilly, the current 
EPA Administrator, had a very impres
sive story to relate. EPA is finally get
ting the resources that it needs to do 
the job that Congress has mandated. 
The EPA budget is up substantially 
from where it was in 1989 when Presi
dent Bush came to office. In 1993, EPA 
will employ 17,000 people. It will spend 
$7.2 billion improving the quality of 
our natural environment and protect
ing the public health. 

One of the highlights in the Presi
dent's budget is his request for assist
ance to local governments to build sew
age treatment facilities. He has asked 
for $2.5 billion in 1993 in combined 
grants and loans to aid States and 
local governments in the task of build
ing and replacing wastewater treat
ment facilities. 

This request deserves special atten
tion. It is the largest amount requested 
for this purpose since 1981. It is $100 
million more than the Congress appro
priated last year. And it is more than 
double the amount that the Congress 
has authorized for 1933. The authorized 
amount is $1.2 billion. The President's 
request for assistance to build 
wastewater treatment facilities is $2.5 
billion. 

The President's budget request for 
wastewater construction assistance is 
a fundamental departure from past 
policies. Republican President's since 
President Eisenhower have been trying 
to terminate this Federal grant pro
gram. The Congress has three times re
authorized these grants over Presi
dential vetoes. It was a veto by Presi
dent Nixon of a bill authorizing 
wastewater treatment construction 
.grants that gave birth to the budget 
process here in the Congress. In recent 
years, under tight budget constraints, 
even the Congress has appropriated less 
than the authorized amount for this 
program. 

So, I suggest, it is news that a Repub
lican President is asking that the ap
propriation for this program be in
creased to an amount that is more 
than double the authorized level. The 
reason for this request is obvious to 
me. The program works. It is a great 
success. It has improved the quality of 
the Nation's waters. It has made a 
basic public utility affordable in many 
communities that could not otherwise 
have built these facilities. It has been 
efficiently administered by EPA and 
the States. 

Mr. President, Federal aid to build 
wastewater collection and treatment 
systems began in 1956 with enactment 
of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act. For most of its history it was a di
rect Federal grant to local govern-
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ments. Cities and towns used the 
money to lay sewer pipes, to build sew
age treatment plants, and to replace 
sewage facilities that had worn out. 

In the first years the grants were rel
atively small, $20 million to $50 million 
per year. But in 1972, the program was 
dramatically expanded. That was the 
year that Congress completely rewrote 
the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act to address the water pollution 
problems that had become a national 
scandal. It was about 20 years ago that 
rivers caught fire, the Great Lakes 
were dying, urban rivers like the Poto
mac were so polluted they were no 
longer sui table for recreation. And the 
American people demanded that our 
lakes and rivers and streams be cleaned 
up. 

Although it was not officially called 
the Clean Water Act until 1977, it was 
the amendments of 1972 that signaled 
the big change. Authorizations for the 
wastewater treatment construction 
grants program were increased to near
ly $5 billion per year. The matching 
rate was increased to 75 percent Fed
eral money. States were instructed to 
prepare priority lists of projects for 
Federal funds. A massive construction 
program was begun. 

That level of effort was continued 
through much of the 1970's. At the end 
of that decade, the Federal Govern
ment was providing about $5 billion per 
year in aid to local governments to 
build sewage treatment and collection 
facilities. More than $26 billion had 
been invested at that point. 

In 1981, when President Reagan came 
to office, he appointed David Stockman 
as the Director of the Office of Manage
ment and Budget. Mr. Stockman was 
very critical of the construction grants 
program. He felt that many of the com
munities that received Federal assist
ance could well afford to build their 
own wastewater treatment facilities. 

He also argued, and with some jus
tification, that the very low contribu
tion made by local governments to the 
cost of these plants encouraged over
building. Cities designed plants with 
capacity well beyond their current 
needs because the cities contributed on 
average only 5 percent of the construc
tion costs. 

As it happened, the construction 
grants program was up for reauthoriza
tion in 1981 and President Reagan made 
it clear that he would request no funds 
for 1982 unless significant reforms in 
the program were made. 

And the Congress responded with re
forms. The Federal matching rate was 
cut from 75 percent to 55 percent re
quiring local governments to shoulder 
a larger share of the burden. Projects 
that were growth related were no 
longer eligible. Priority was given to 
construction that would bring cities 
into compliance with Federal water 
quality standards. And it was agreed 
that the program would be extended for 

another 10 years at $2.4 billion per 
year. But at the end of the 10-year pe
riod, the Federal role in wastewater 
treatment was to be terminated. 

There was some logic to the commit
ment of $2.4 billion per year for 10 
years. Those of us in the Federal Gov
ernment often hear complaints from 
our colleagues who serve in State and 
local governments that the Congress 
imposes mandates without paying for 
them. In fact, the New York Times car
ried a major story on this subject yes
terday. 

The Advisory Commission on Inter
government Relations, on which I am 
pleased to represent this body, along 
with DANNY AKAKA, had a very, very 
thorough report on this subject at its 
meeting last week. 

The laws that Congress enacts can 
have major cost impacts for State and 
local government. Since they are gov
ernments that must get their tax dol
lars from the same people that the 
Congress taxes, they argue, rightfully · 
in my view, that Congress has an obli
gation to consider the impacts of its 
action on State and local spending and 
taxes. 

Well, that is one thing we have al
ways done in the Clean Water Act. The 
purpose of the construction grants pro
gram was to help pay for a Federal 
mandate. Publicly owned treatment 
works, the sewage treatment plants 
owned by towns and cities and coun
ties, must meet a level of pollution 
control set forth in the Clean Water 
Act. It is called secondary treatment. 
It requires that about 85 percent of the 
pollutants in the wastewater be re
moved before the water is discharged 
to a river or lake. In 1981, when the 
Congress and the administration 
agreed to provide another $2.4 billion 
per year for 10 years for construction 
grants, it was expected that this 
amount of money would roughly pay 
for the cost of complying with that 
Federal mandate. 

When these grants came up for reau
thorization again in 1985, further and 
very significant reforms were made. At 
that time we were looking at the end of 
the Federal role. Under the very able 
leadership of the now ranking Repub
lican member of the Environment and 
Public Works Committee, Senator 
JOHN CHAFEE, and with the help of the 
States, the construction grants pro
gram was converted into a permanent 
infrastructure investment program. 

Rather than make outright grants to 
local governments for construction, 
the 1987 Water Quality Act authorizes 
grants to the States. Each State places 
its grant in a revolving loan fund. It 
matches the Federal grant with some 
of its own funds. The money in the 
fund is then loaned to local govern
ments for wastewater treatment con
struction projects. Local governments 
pay the money back over 20 years at 
interest rates less than the market 

would charge and money is then re
loaned to build new sewage treatment 
facilities in other ·towns and commu
nities in the State. 

These State loan programs are called 
State revolving funds or SRF's. The 
first SRF's were established in 1989 and 
1990. Today every 1 of the 50 States and 
Puerto Rico has established a revolving 
loan fund. They have all received 
grants from the Federal Government to 
capitalize their funds. And as of last 
fall, loans have been extended to over 
400 local governments through State 
funds. 

The States have done· a truly extraor
dinary job in setting up these funds. 
States are required to match the Fed
eral dollars with some funds of their 
own. Many States have gone well be
yond the required match. And a dozen 
States have leveraged their funds. 
They have used the Federal grant to 
back up bonds issued by the State the 
revenues from which are deposited in 
the fund and are also used to make 
loans. 

Let me give you an example. The 
State of New York has leveraged its 
Federal grant and State match at a 3-
to-1 rate. For every dollar of Federal 
grants it receives it is able to loan out 
more than $3 to local governments. 
This means that Federal dollars in 
States using the leverage of SRF's can 
reach much farther than they would as 
a direct Federal-local grant. 

The advent of the SRF has brought 
about another significant reform. Be
cause local communities are required 
to pay back the loans, the planning and 
design of the wastewater facilities that 
are built is likely to be much more in 
tune with the actual needs of the com
munity. Cities and towns will seek effi
ciencies and technologies that can save 
costs and save on water consumption, 
because ultimately they will have to 
pay the sewerage charges that finance 
the facility. 

But there is still a substantial bene
fit for local governments. The State of 
New York estimates that local govern
ment saves $250,000 in interest costs for 
each $1,000,000 borrowed from an SRF 
as opposed to the bond market. And in 
some States, like my State of Min
nesota, no interest loans-that is, 
loans without interest-are offered to 
communities that cannot afford even 
the 2- to 5-percent rate that is typi
cally charged for an SRF loan. 

So, what we have here is a great suc
cess story. Since 1956, the Federal Gov
ernment has invested more than $58 
billion in local sewage treatment and 
collection. It is an example of the Con
gress financing a mandate that it has 
imposed. Today, there are 16,000 func
tioning sewage treatment plants owned 
and operated by local governments 
across the country. 

Plants serving more than 144 million 
Americans meet secondary treatment, 
the Federal standard for clean water. 
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That is up from 85 million in 1972. And 
the quality of the Nation's rivers, 
lakes, and streams have improved dra
matically as a result. 

State revolving funds have magnified 
the impact of Federal dollars. The 
money will be available in perpetuity 
as local governments repay their loans. 
Many States have leveraged the Fed
eral dollars to extend the reach of the 
SRF's. And the dollars are applied 
more efficiently as the discipline of re
payment is applied to the design and 
construction of these facilities. 

But there is work yet to be done. The 
1987 Water Quality Act established the 
State revolving funds, but it also legis
lated an end to the Federal role. The 
total amount authorized for the SRF 
grants was only $8.4 billion, including 
$1.2 billion in 1993 and $600 million in 
1994. After 1994 there is no authoriza
tion for Federal assistance. 

The need, however, remains large. 
EPA's most recent estimate of the dol
lar amount necessary to build the sew
age collection and treatment facilities 
now planned by local governments is 
approximately $80 billion through the 
year 2010. And there are other substan
tial needs not included in the EPA esti
mate. The current authorization for 
SRF grants is nowhere near enough to 
meet those needs. 

Recently, Senator CHAFEE rec
ommended that the Federal grants to 
State revolving loan funds be contin
ued through the year 2000 at $2.5 billion 
per year. That is a suggestion we 
should all support. I do. It reflects the 
success that has been experienced in 
the construction grants and revolving 
loan fund programs. There is no better 
way for us to invest Federal dollars in 
clean water than this program. 

I take the President's 1993 budget re
quest for these programs as a sign that 
this administration agrees and recog
nizes the value and the success of this 
important environmental effort. 

Mr. President, this year marks the 
20th anniversary of the 1972 amend
ments to the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act-that point in time when 
our National Government became truly 
dedicated to protecting the quality of 
our Nation's waters. It would be fitting 
if we could recognize the 20th anni ver
sary by extending a program that 
works-the State revolving funds
through at least the end of this cen
tury. I believe that the President's 1993 
budget request for this program points 
us in the right direction. 

I urge that we act on that request as 
quickly as possible. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. BENTSEN addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Texas is recog
nized for up to 15 minutes. 

TAX RELIEF FOR MIDDLE-INCOME 
AMERICANS 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, there 
is an axiom in politics that every of
ficeholder in Texas from the court
house to the statehouse knows by 
heart, and President Bush certainly 
knew it when he was a Member of Con
gress from Texas, but he seems to have 
forgotten it. And that axiom is that, 
"You cannot beat something with 
nothing." That is especially true when 
we are talking about tax relief to mid
dle-income Americans. 

All sides agree, Mr. President, on the 
need for tax relief for middle-income 
Americans, whether we are talking 
about Democrats or Republicans, 
whether we are speaking about the 
President or the Congress. Over the 
last decade there is no question that 
middle-income Americans have been 
the ones that have been hardest hit. 
They are the ones that have seen their 
taxes go up while their incomes went 
down. 

Congress last week finished its tax 
bill with a substantial cut for middle
income Americans, and they finished it 
within the deadline -set by the Presi
dent of the United States and sent it to 
the White House. The President had 
not even read it when he issued a state
ment that he was going to veto it. He 
had his veto message all ready. 

Mr. President, I think it was good 
legislation. It said to middle-income 
Americans that had a family of four
two children-making $35,000 a year, 
that we are going to give you a 25-per
cent cut in your income tax. 

That is meaningful. But President 
Bush did not agree. He vetoed the bill 
and spent a good deal of time since 
then denouncing it, inaccurately label
ing it as a $100 billion tax increase. He 
knows better. That is a gross misrepre
sentation of that bill. 

People say, Why don't you answer 
that; why do you leave that kind of a 
misrepresentation hanging out there, 
getting repeated over and over again? 
We do answer it. It is answered here on 
the floor of the Senate, and it is an
swered by a number of Senators and 
House Members. But I tell you, it is a 
tough competition with a bully pulpit; 
tough competition to get the word out 
to the elections. 

I will give another example of the ad
vantage the White House has. Let's 
talk about the Sunday network shows. 
Say half the networks called and asked 
a Democrat to be on the program with 
a Cabinet official representing the Re
publican Party. And then we have the 
Cabinet official saying: "Well, if I can
not have it just to myself, if I have to 
have someone on the other side pre
senting their point of view, then I am 
not available." The network is trying 
to get their viewership up and under
stands that if they have a Cabinet offi
cial, that person is better known and 
that person is going to attract an audi-

ence. So we see the network, in many 
instances, saying: Well, OK, the show is 
yours; we will not have a Democrat on 
that program to represent the contrary 
point of view. 

A good example of this problem is 
when the President talks about a tax 
increase, and does not say that there is 
an equivalent tax cut. For every tax in
crease, there is a tax cut. He does not 
say that the President's bill, over those 
6 years, would have added $32 billion to 
the deficit. When he says he turned his 
back on the 1990 budget agreement, and 
he is sorry he was ever a part of it, that 
exemplifies it. That is the only serious 
discipline we have around here on this 
Congress and on the administration to 
try to cut this deficit. And it has en
abled us to began to make some head
way in cutting back on the deficit. 

The congressional bill cut that defi
cit by $13 billion over those 6 years, 
while the President's bill added $32 bil
lion to it over that period of time. 

The President should know that you 
cannot beat something with nothing. 
He told us over and over again that he 
would not accept our middle-income 
tax cut. But where is his? Does he still 
support the smaller tax cut he origi
nally proposed and then pulled back 
on? We know what he is against. But 
when it comes to cutting taxes for 
hard-pressed, middle-income families, 
what is he for? And perhaps more im
portant in this a'!;e of $400 billion ·defi
cits in that budget, how would ·he pay 
for whatever he proposes? 

No wonder the American people are 
turned off by what they see going on in 
Washington. No wonder they are send
ing ominous signals to candidates up 
for reelection this year that they want 
less rhetoric and more effective action. 
No wonder the same poll, which shows 
Americans overwhelmingly for legisla
tion to cut taxes to hard-pressed mid
dle Americans, also shows they do not 
believe such legislation will ever be
come law. 

We will never pass a middle-income 
tax cut until we move beyond what we 
do not want and start talking about 
what we do want; what we are willing 
to support and how we are willing to 
pay for it. The legislation that the 
President commented on is not, as he 
says, a $100 billion tax increase. It is a 
tax cut for 77 million middle-income 
Americans. And in the interest of fair
ness and holding the line on the deficit, 
we did it by raising the taxes on ap
proximately a million people at the 
very top of the income scale. They are 
the ones who, in the last decade, have 
seen their taxes go down while their in
comes went up; just the opposite of 
middle-income Americans. 

And when we talk about the tax in
crease, we were talking about that 
fourth tier, raising it by 5 percent, 
from 31 to 36 percent. In addition, the 
bill imposed a 10-percent surtax on 
those making over $1 million a year. 
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We talked about ra1smg it from 31 

percent to 36 percent. All you have to 
do is remember back to 1986, when 
President Reagan, a Republican, was 
talking about raising it to 35 percent 
on anyone making over $70,000 a year. 
We are talking about 36 percent on 
families making over $140,000 a year. 

Tax fairness and the ability to pay 
are still an important criterion in shar
ing the responsibilities of paying the 
cost of government. And for those who 
might think that 36 percent, or the sur
tax on people making over $1 million a 
year is high, let us take a look around 
the world and look at the top marginal 
rate imposed by our biggest and tough
est competitors: Now 36 percent; not a 
10-percent surtax on people making 
over $1 million-substantially more. If 
you are talking about Germany, if you 
are talking about Japan, countries 
that are our toughest economic com
petitors today, they have a 50-percent 
and a 53-percent top personal income 
tax rate. 

I listened to one statement that was 
made by the President and was made 
repeatedly on this floor, claiming that 
80 percent of the highest taxes in our 
bill would be paid by small businesses. 
I said, How can that be? I was a small 
businessman once myself. Small busi
ness often is with two or three employ
ees. How could it be that they are mak
ing over $140,000 net? 

I went to look at how they arrived at 
this conclusion. I looked at the 1985 
Treasury study that I under13tand was 
used to arrive at these figures. The 
vast bulk of those taxpayers weren't 
small businesses at all. They were doc
tors, lawyers, bankers-people that in
vested that year in limited partnership 
tax shelters. These individuals had 
losses because they were sheltering 
their income. They took those people 
who had lost money in those ventures 
and said those are small business peo
ple. It did not make any difference ·if 
their principal income was as a lawyer 
or doctor or banker, they considered 
them small business people. The study 
is irrelevant today, of course, since 
most of those tax shelters were done 
away with in President Reagan's tax 
reform initiative of 1986. In essence, his 
statement was a total misrepresenta
tion of the facts. 

President Bush, of course, was well 
within his constitutional rights and his 
responsibilities to veto that tax bill. 
But now that he has done it, and he 
spent several days attacking it, where 
do we go from here, as· far as middle-in
come folks are concerned? What can we 
do to change this from an exercise in 
blame-placing to a serious effort to cut 
taxes? 

I challenge the President today to 
send to the Congress his proposal. Send 
us your proposal, Mr. President, for 
cutting middle-income taxes. Show us 
what you would do. Perhaps he could 
do it simply by telling us how he 

thinks we should change our legisla
tion so it meets his objections. Maybe 
he prefers to take a totally new 
approach. 

Both Democrats and Republicans, 
Congress and the President, have told 
the American people they strongly sup
port middle-income tax relief. Ameri
cans have indicated they like that idea, 
too. Given that kind of broad agree
ment, people have every right to ask, 
"why don't you give us some relief? 
Why all the arguing, and the bickering, 
and the gamesmanship?" 

If the President will send us his mid
dle-income tax plan, then I pledge-and 
I am confident that I speak for the 
great majority of my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle-! pledge to 
work with him in a spirit of mutual co
operation. We did a good deal of that in 
the tax bill we proposed. We took six of 
the seven growth incentives that he 
had in his bill and put them in our 
legislation. 

This is an election year, and we all 
know the special hazards and difficul
ties of dealing with tax legislation in 
an election year. The other side of that 
coin, though, is that we are also famil
iar with the risks of failing to perform 
at a time when the people are prepar
ing to pass judgment on who lived up 
to their commitments and who did not. 

Mr. President, you just cannot beat 
something with nothing, and when it 
comes to middle-income tax relief, I 
challenge the President to stop talking 
about what he does not like and tell us 
what he wants to do and how he will 
pay for it. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ROBB). The Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. CHAFEE]. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I lis
tened with careful attention to the 
presentation made by the distinguished 
chairman of the Finance Committee 
and I will say this, Mr. President, that 
I do not think the argument is over tax 
relief for the middle class. I think the 
argument is over how best we use new 
revenue, should we choose to raise new 
revenue. The total revenue raised 
under the bill that came to the floor 
from the majority party was about $52 
billion, and of that $52 billion, $32 bil
lion of it went for this so-called mid
dle-class tax relief. 

Mr. President, there is not a consist
ent view on this side as how to proceed, 
but speaking for myself, I am not op
posed to raising new moneys through 
taxes. I do not mind taxing the rich 
whether it is a surtax or increasing the 
brackets to 36 percent. But the ques
tion is what to do with the money 
when you raise it, and the overwhelm
ing view on this side and, indeed, I 
should say the overwhelming view in 
Congress as a whole is, do not squander 
it on a very, very modest tax break for 

the middle class. If you are going to 
raise this money, use it to reduce the 
deficit. 

The deficit is what is going to haunt 
this country in the days and years 
ahead. We felt that a very, very modest 
relief, and you can argue over whether 
83 cents a day per child 15 or younger is 
any significant relief for the so-called 
middle class and it is a very limited 
group in the middle class. And indeed, 
Mr. President, when that bill came 
back from conference, it had exactly 
what we on this side were saying: That 
it did not cover that middle class. 

And so when it came back, the tax 
applied not to those married families 
starting at $175,000, but it came down 
to married couples, I believe, at 
$140,000. It came down. The tax was ap
plied-not that the tax came down
but the tax applied to those in lower 
brackets than originally estimated, 
and we are absolutely confident that if 
we are going to continue with that so
called tax break for the middle class, 
those higher taxes, the 36 percent rate, 
would have to even go down to lower 
and lower brackets. 

Mr. President, no one ever accused 
the New York Times of being a pro-Re
publican newspaper. What does the 
New York Times say about that bill? 
This is what it said on March 21, last 
Saturday, "Tax Bill Veto Is No Loss." 
I might just quote from it: 

Congress worked feverishly and success
fully to pass an economic recovery plan be
fore yesterday's deadline set by President 
Bush in his State of the Union address. It 
need not have bothered. The bill provided 
paltry relief for middle-class families, no re
lief from the recession and virtually nothing 
to spur long-term growth. Worse yet, it rein
stated a bevy of tax shelters of the type that 
were demolished by the glorious 1986 tax 
reform. 

Mr. President, it did not agree for the 
reasons that President Bush vetoed it, 
but it agreed with the result, and so do 
we on this side, Mr. President. 

So where do we go from here? I hope 
that the majority party, working with 
the Republicans and the administra
tion, can get together on a tax program 
that will do something to help the 
economy out of this recession; that we 
could take care of some of the prob
lems that have arisen in connection 
with, for example, the real estate quan
dary we are now in. I think the passive 
loss changes that were recommended 
were good. 

There were other provisions that 
were good, I believe. I am sorry when 
they came back from conference they 
left out one of the provisions that 
would be most successful in reviving 
the real estate situation; namely, the 
$5,000 tax credit. I hope they do some
thing about the very, very onerous so
called luxury tax which has been a 
total disaster in raising revenue, a dis
aster in creating unemployment in the 
industries affected. 

So I think there is hope, Mr. Presi
dent. I would say the ball lies in the 
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majority party's court and certainly 
those of us on this side would cooper
ate to achieve a good result, but I do 
not think raising taxes very substan
tially and spending the money on 83 
cents a day per child under 15 is going 
to get us very far. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I have 
the greatest respect for the Senator 
from Rhode Island, and we often have 
worked together in a bipartisan way 
and accomplished things we thought 
were important for the country. But as 
I listened to him talking about how 
committed everyone was to deficit re
duction, I could not help but think 
what the President's bill did in that re
gard. 

He did not refer to that at all. Over 6 
years, the President's bill would add 
$32 billion to the deficit. The President 
is the one who said he was sorry he 
ever entered into the 1990 budget agree
ment that is designed to restrain how 
much is spent by the administration 
and Congress. And he sure showed that 
as he presented his legislation and did 
not pay for it. 

Our legislation reduced the deficit by 
$13 billion. It is not enough, but it is a 
dramatic change from what the Presi
dent had proposed; not enough for mid
dle income, more than $42 billion. I 
have been here long enough to know 
that is still a lot of money. 

The tax bill would have provided 
meaningful relief to 77 million tax
payers in each of the first 2 years. Be
ginning in the third year and there
after families would be eligible for a 
$300 tax credit for each child. This 
would be a 25-percent income tax cut 
for a family of four making $35,000 a 
year. I know there are people inside the 
beltway who think that is peanuts, but 
that's real money to most Americans. 

The bill would provide meaningful 
tax relief to a family that sits down 
and reads the supermarket ads and 
looks for the coupons trying to decide 
what to buy and where to shop. It's 
meaningful to the family that has a 
child that gets sick and the parents 
while trying to decide whether to go to 
the emergency room or to a doctor 
knowing that it is both a medical deci
sion and a financial decision for them. 
It's meaningful to the family that is 
trying to send their kids to college and 
is forced to look first for what the stu
dent aid is before they look at the cur
riculum. 

It is also meaningful to the family 
trying to figure out how to pay the or
thodontist for braces for the child. If 
that family were to put that $300 for a 
newborn child into an IRA until the 
child was ready to go to college, they 
could accumulate $15,000-that is 
meaningful. 

Those are the things that we put in 
this piece of legislation. So do not tell 
us what you are against; tell us what 
you are for. Mr. President, tell us what 
you will support and then tell us how 

you will pay for it. We would be de
lighted to see if we cannot work this 
thing out together. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. BYRD pertaining 

to the introduction of S. 2402, S. 2403, 
and S. 2404 are located in today's 
RECORD under "Statements on Intro
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.") 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. DOMENICI]. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I un
derstand that morning business is 
about to expire. The Senator from New 
Mexico is on the floor because I await 
the majority leader or his designee for 
purposes of moving that we consider 
the bill that would remove the defense 
wall. 

Might I say, so that my friend, the 
majority leader will know, I am not in 
a hurry. The problem I have is that I 
must be off the floor at 12 o'clock for a 
short while. I would not want to inter
rupt him or cause a delay with respect 
to his making the motion to ~roceed. 
Some other Senators will take my 
place at that point. 

So we will not be asking that the 
process be in any way restrained. On 
the other hand, if we could move ahead 
with it, it would be helpful. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks recognition? 
Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE 

- Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Fed
eral debt run up by the U.S. Congress 
stood at $3,863,647,979,260.75, as of the 
close of business on Monday, March 23, 
1992. 

As anybody familiar with the U.S. 
Constitution knows, no President can 
spend a dime that has not first been 
authorized and appropriated by the 
Congress of the United States. 

During the past fiscal year, it cost 
the American taxpayers $286,022,000,000 
just to pay the interest on spending ap
proved by Congress-over and above 
what the Federal Government col
lected in taxes and other income. Aver-

aged out, this amounts to $5.5 billion 
every week, or $785 million every day. 

What would America be like today if 
there had been a Congress that had the 
courage and the integrity to operate on 
a balanced budget? 

A TRIBUTE TO BERTHOLD GASTER 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

rise today to pay tribute to a fine jour
nalist and a wonderful friend, Berthold 
Gaster. 

Bert Gaster, who passed away yester
day, was editor of the Connecticut Jew
ish Ledger, which is circulated every 
week to more than 25,000 families in 
my State. Under Bert's able direction 
over the past 30 years, the Ledger has 
become a real fixture in our homes, 
bringing us news as personal as the 
charitable work of our friends across 
Connecticut, and as profound as analy
ses of the Arab-Israeli peace dialog. 
Whether the subject was anti-Semitism 
in our own backyard, remembrances of 
the Holocaust, or current events in the 
Jewish community, Bert Gaster keep 
us informed and enlightened. 

As a journalist and a public-spirited 
citizen, Bert Gaster won many awards, 
including a citation from the Freedom 
Foundation for an essay about the 
American dream. Bert Gaster's life was 
a fulfillment of that dream. He came to 
America from Vienna in 1939, where 
Nazis had begun to persecute the Jew
ish population. He had lived through 
the infamous Kristallnacht, watching 
Nazi gangs terrorize the community. 
His father survived the concentration 
camps. Those memories inspired him 
to lead the greater Hartford area's 
yearly Holocaust memorial observance, 
many of which I was honored to par
ticipate in. 

Once in this country, liberated from 
fascist domination, Bert Gaster flour
ished in freedom, receiving bachelor's 
and master's degrees and embarking on 
his career in journalism. I believe he 
saw in journalism an antidote to the 
repression of Nazism: he knew the free 
and unfettered expression of ideas was 
the best way to combat ideologies that 
seek to stifle the human spirit. For 
more than three decades, Bert Gaster 
embraced the first amendment of his 
adopted country and used it to ad vance 
the public interest and the cause of 
freedom. 

I am proud to have known Bert 
Gaster not only as a journalist, but 
also as a very good friend. I always en
joyed his company, his advice and his 
warm, easygoing manner. On this sad 
occasion, when memories of many 
happy times with Bert are recalled, I 
wish to offer my condolences to Adele 
Gaster, a wonderful woman to whom 
Bert was married for 40 years. Adele 
worked right alongside Bert at the 
Ledger, handling the whole range of 
tasks involved in producing a weekly 
newspaper. I also wish to express my 
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sympathy to his son and daughter, Jef
frey and Emeline, his sister, Rose, and 
to other members of Bert's family. 
Given his significant role in our lives, 
Bert's family can easily be said to in
clude everyone who receives the Jewish 
Ledger each week and benefits from its 
insights into the Jewish community in 
our State and around the world. 

From the darkness of the Holocaust 
to the bright and open skies of free
dom, Bert Gaster's journey of life is a 
cause for celebration. As Emile Zola 
said at the trial of Alfred Dreyfus, 
"The light, the whole light-this was 
my sole, my passionate desire!" Bert 
Gaster, through the conduct of his life 
and career, shared that desire, to shine 
the light of truth over the land so that 
we might see our way to a better 
world. Those of us who knew Bert 
Gaster would best honor his memory 
by doing our part to keep that desire 
alive within ourselves. 

FREEDOM OF EXPRESSION 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, more 

than 3 years ago, the Ayatollah Kho
meini declared Salman Rushdie a blas
phemer and condemned him to death. 
Rushdie's crime was not murder or 
treason, but a thought, a word, a novel 
called "The Satanic Verses." Since 
then, Rushdie has been a prisoner, a 
man isolated from the rest of humanity 
by hatred and intolerance. And he has 
not been the only victim: The book's 
Italian translator was brutally at
tacked and its Japanese translator 
murdered. 

Last night, under cover of darkness, 
Salman Rushdie appeared at a con
ference sponsored by the Freedom 
Forum and the American University. 
And earlier today, Senator MOYNIHAN 
and I met with Rushdie here in the 
Capitol. His story is compelling. In one 
sense, Rushdie's journey from a story
teller to a target of state-sponsored 
terrorism is a complex tale of personal 
hardship and international intrigue. In 
another, it is frightfully simple: 
Salman Rushdie has been sentenced to 
death for the crime of writing a book. 

Rushdie's plight is an example of fa
natic censorship-what he calls terror
ism by remote control. It is ideological 
extremism and political expediency 
taken to new heights. But while this 
censorship is different in scope, its 
threat is the same as government cen
sorship throughout the world. 

INTERNATIONAL CENSORSHIP 

Article 19 of the U.N. Universal Dec
laration of Human Rights states: 

Everyone has the right to freedom of opin
ion and expression; this right includes free
dom to hold opinions without interference 
and to seek, receive and impart information 
and ideas through any media and regardless 
of frontiers. 

Notwithstanding that declaration, 
censorship is an unfortunate reality in 
many parts of the world. An article in 

the recent edition of the Freedom Re
view indicates that of 162 countries ex
amined, only 42 percent have a free 
press-a 3-percent increase over 1990, 
but still far from acceptable. 

The most significant increase in 
press freedom came in the former So
viet Union and parts of Africa. An or
ganization named after article 19 of the 
U.N. Declaration, reported last year 
that South Africa ended the emergency 
rule that restricted reports of unrest in 
black townships. In the Baltic States 
of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania as 
well as in Poland and Czechoslovakia, 
glasnost has paved the way to a fledg
ling free press throughout the former 
Soviet bloc. 

The first real evidence that some
thing was new under the Red Star in 
Moscow was not the destruction of 
statues or the celebrations in Red 
Square. 

The Communist Party was officially 
dead when newspapers began to publish 
accounts of suppression under the Com
munist regime and television news
casts started beaming criticism of the 
old order to the new world. 

Unfortunately, China did not share in 
this expanding freedom of the press. In 
the wake of the crackdown following 
the prodemocracy demonstrations in 
Tiananmen Square, Chinese reporters 
have been repressed and foreign jour
nalists denied access. 

In a particularly egregious example 
of artistic suppression last year, the 
Chinese Government urged the United 
States Academy of Motion Picture 
Arts and Sciences to disqualify the 
Chinese film "Ju Dou" from Academy 
Awards consideration for best foreign 
language film. 

The press suffered at the hand of the 
governments in Cuba and Haiti, as 
well. Iraq, which strictly controls in
formation about the nation's persecu
tion of the Kurds, executed reporter 
Farzad Bazoft, an Iranian-born re
porter for the London Observer, as a 
spy. 

The year 1991 saw many threats to 
the personal safety of journalists. The 
Freedom Review reported that 62 jour
nalists were killed last year, up from 45 
the year before. Twenty journalists 
were kidnapped or disappeared. Thirty
six were wounded and 48 were beaten. 
Fifty-one journalists received death 
threats and 298 were arrested or de
tained. In Colombia, alone, six journal
ists died at the hands of drug traffick
ers. 

And lest we think the United States 
is free from this kind of terrorism, 
three journalists have been killed in 
this country in the last 15 months. On 
March 11, Manuel de Dios, Cuban edi
tor-in-chief of New York's leading 
Spanish-language newspaper was shot 
dead in a restaurant in New York City. 
Last year, two Haitian radio talk show 
hosts were killed in Miami. 

Democracy and freedom of expression 
move in tandem, one fueling the other. 

Neither survives alone. As one country 
after another moves toward freer, more 
open societies, the rights of the press 
and the public to speak their minds 
will increase. America leads the way in 
that process, but even in this country, 
we face threats to freedom of expres
sion. 

UNITED STATES 

In the United States, freedom of ex
pression includes freedom of speech, of 
association, of religion. In theory, we 
celebrate free expression and pledge 
our allegiance to the democratic form 
of government that guarantees it. In 
reality, the principle of free expression 
sometimes clashes with speech or art 
that we find offensive. That clash 
forces us to give more than lipservice 
to the first amendment. 

John Frohnmayer, Chairman of the 
National Endowment for the Arts who 
was fired earlier this year by President 
Bush, spoke this week about the dan
ger of censorship in this country. He 
warned of fear, of ignorance, of lack of 
resolve in protecting all voices, includ
ing the voices from the edge. 

Frohnmayer's comments remind us 
that notwithstanding the first amend
ment, we are not free from censorship 
in this country. In just the last few 
years, we have seen: 

Restrictions on the access of the 
press to the gulf war; 

Repeated efforts to tie the hands of 
the National Endowment for the Arts; 

Threats to defund the Corporation 
for Public Broadcasting; 

Zealous prosecution of rap singers in 
Florida; 

Attempts to ban library books in 
public schools; 

Regulations aimed at preventing 
poor women from getting information 
about abortion; and 

Resistance to public access to gov
ernment information under the Free
dom of Information Act. 

The arguments for suppressing ex
pression in these various cases are dis
turbingly familiar-that the art, or the 
lyrics, or the book, or the actions are 
offensive to someone and thus should 
be banned for everyone. It is an im
proper application of the principle of 
majority rule to issues of free speech. 
It is precisely what the first amend
ment is intended to proscribe. 

Our Constitution established a demo
cratic framework premised on self-gov
ernment. It reflects the Founders' con
fidence in a government by and of the 
people, a government that welcomes 
rather than fears dissenting views. 
That promise is carved on the walls of 
the Jefferson Memorial: 

I have sworn upon the altar of God, eternal 
hostility against every form of tyranny over 
the mind of men. 

At times in our history, we have seen 
examples of inexcusable attacks on 
free speech. From the Alien and Sedi
tion Act to the McCarthy era, events 
have challenged our complacency 
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about the guarantee of free expression. 
The lesson is clear: If we do not remain 
vigilant-even in protecting speech we 
do not like-we risk losing our right to 
all speech. 

In response to an Islamic opponent 
who claimed that free speech is a non
starter, Salman Rush die responded: 

No, sir, it is not. Free speech is the whole 
thing, the whole ball game. Free speech is 
life itself. 

We should heed those words from one 
who has lost his physical freedom in 
the exercise of his freedom of expres
sion. 

TRIBUTE TO ALEXANDER M. 
SANDERS, JR. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise to pay tribute to the new presi
dent-elect of the College of Charleston, 
Judge Alexander M. Sanders, Jr. Judge 
Sanders is an outstanding individual in 
every way, and I am confident that he 
will be a strong and innovative leader 
for this fine institution. 

Judge Sanders has served our State 
in a variety of capacities: As a member 
of the house of representatives and the 
senate; as an attorney and professor of 
law; and most recently as chief judge of 
the court of appeals. He has distin
guished himself in each of these posi
tions by his keen intellect, commit
ment to excellence and devotion to 
hard work. 

I am sure he will meet the challenges 
of this new position with the same en
ergy, good humor, and dedication 
which have been his hallmarks. 

Mr. President, I ask that the text of 
an editorial from the Charles Post and 
Courier on Judge Sanders be included 
in the RECORD following my remarks. 

There being no objection, the edi
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Charleston Post and Courier, Mar. 

25, 1992] 

COLLEGE'S NEW HEAD PROVEN WINNER 

Few public officials in South Carolina have 
a more loyal following than the new presi
dent-elect of the College of Charleston, Alex
ander M. Sanders Jr., who is known for his 
keen mind and winning personality. We ex
pect him to make his mark at the college as 
he has in every post he has filled since he en
tered public life 25 years ago. 

First as a member of the House of Rep
resentatives and then as state senator from 
Richland County, Alex Sanders became 
known as both a thinker and a spellbinding 
storyteller. He was out front on environ
mental issues before most of his colleagues 
and got their attention with his engaging 
manner and way with words. 

Judge Sanders' opinions as chief judge of 
the Court of Appeals for nearly 10 years re
flect his wit as well as his intellect. He has 
the a bill ty to make even the most complex 
legal issue interesting and has become a 
draw around the country as a speaker who 
not only entertains but enlightens. 

In view of the esteem in which he is held in 
the legal community, there was some sur
prise that he would even consider leaving the 

bench. But another respected legal mind and 
friend, Harry M. Lightsey, former dean of 
the University of South Carolina Law 
School, had found happiness as president of 
the college. When he was nominated to re
place Dr. Lightsey, who will step down later 
this year, Judge Sanders didn't say no. 

Because he is so politically well-connected, 
there have been charges that none of the 
other 219 applicants ever really had a chance. 
An attempt by one faculty member to obtain 
the names of the applicants was rejected by 
the chairman of the board of trustees, Joe 
Berry, who maintained that the applicants 
were promised confidentiality. The critics' 
fire was fueled. 

That never should have happened. One of 
South Carolina's best-known media attor
neys, Jay Bender of Columbia, contends that 
there is nothing in the Freedom of Informa
tion Act that justifies keeping from public 
scrutiny applications for public employment, 
be they for police chief, school superintend
ent or college president. "It is the fact that 
everyone has the opportunity to see what 
goes on that gives credibility to the proc
ess," he said. That's particularly important 
to the winner. 

To his credit, Judge Sanders reportedly 
not only won over students who interviewed 
him last week but withstood well the grilling 
of some hostile faculty members. Clearly, he 
impressed the board, which gave him its 
unanimous vote Saturday after interviewing 
the other two finalists. 

While he has taught law at USC for 20 
years, as well as a stint at Harvard, Judge 
Sanders' one admitted weakness in terms of 
the new job is his lack of administrative ex
perience. But Dr. Gordan B. Stine, a board 
member and former president of the college's 
Alumni Association, pointed to the judge's 
skill in working with people and his known 
ability to make hard decisions. Dr. Stine, 
who made the motion for Judge Sanders, 
noted that after his session with the faculty, 
a number of letters were received in praise of 
the judge, including one from a professor 
who noted that "anyone can look good when 
times are good. But it takes skill to perform 
well when times are tough." 

Those who know him predict that before 
long, the critics will be singing the praises of 
the judge, whose fans include such establish
ment types as the current and former gov
ernors and such establishment critics as au
thor Pat Conroy. 

He will bring to the college a lively intel
lect and great good humor and he will charm 
while he's leading. His presence will be a 
stimulant not only to the campus, but the 
community. 

DEATH OF BERTHOLD GASTER 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise 

today to express my sadness at the 
news of the death of a sincere and long
time friend, Berthold Gaster. Bert was 
my father's good friend and trusted ad
viser, so his connection to my family 
goes back a long way. But Bert's deep
er connection to the darkest moment 
of the 20th century, the Holocaust
from whose impending scourge and 
ruin his family fled in 1939-served to 
remind us of what we stand to lose 
when we sacrifice our thoughts and 
conscience to the tyranny of a seduc
tive despot. 

By surviving this abomination of civ
ilization, Berthold Gaster understood 

better than anyone the essential sov
ereignty of every human being. Having 
borne witness to depraved unchecked 
madness under the guise of govern
ment, Bert possessed a raw sensitivity 
to the perils of power undisciplined by 
diversity and dissent. He never lost an 
opportunity to support the underdog, 
or spared a moment of his time or en
ergy championing the civil liberties 
and human rights of others. 

Bert's vocation as a journalist suited 
his keen insight and compassion. The 
power of his pen was mighty indeed. He 
never tired of stressing the importance 
of remaining vigilant against any ero
sion of human freedom. Memories of 
marauding Nazis' pillaging the quiet 
Jewish neighborhoods of Vienna-dur
ing what has come to be known as 
Kristallnacht-were forever embla
zoned in his heart and mind. These im
ages of chaos stood in stark contrast to 
the rights and liberties that most 
Americans take for granted. Bert al
ways continued to remind us that 
moral laxity and complacency can 
foreshadow any nation's downfall. 

Mr. President, I hope never to forget 
the lesson of Berthold Gaster's tena
cious love of freedom, boundless com
passion and ultimate faith in humanity 
which rose, phoenix-like, from first
hand experiences of human savagery. 
Knowing Bert personally was my own 
good fortune. But the stroke of fortune 
that blessed all of us was the act of a 
nameless Nazi official, who some half a 
century ago-softened by the pleas of 
Bert's mother-allowed them safe pas
sage to the distant and more promising 
shores of America. 

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE P. 
BRADLEY MORRAH, JR. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise today to pay tribute to a fine man 
and outstanding South Carolinian, 
former State Senator P. Bradley 
Morrah, Jr., who passed away last 
month. Senator Morrah was a man of 
character, courage and compassion and 
an outstanding public servant, and he 
will be greatly missed. 

As a State legislator and attorney, 
Bradley Morrah devoted his life to 
serving others, and he did a splendid 
job of representing his constituents 
and clients in Greenville County. He 
started out as a member of the State 
House of Representatives in 1941. A po
sition from which he resigned to serve 
in the military. His military career 
was distinguished by the same out
standing qualities he brought to all his 
endeavors, and he earned a Bronze Star 
and seven battle stars. 

From 1953 to 1966, Senator Morrah 
represented Greenville County in the 
South Carolina Senate. He was a capa
ble, dedicated and conscientious law
maker, and his courteous demeanor 
and warm personality endeared him to 
his colleagues. 
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He practiced law in the Greenville 

area for many years, and was active in 
many civic organizations. He served on 
the U.S. Constitution Bicentennial 
Commission of South Carolina; the 
board of trustees of the Greenville city 
school system; the board of visitors of 
The Citadel, and the Archives Commis
sion among others. 

Senator Morrah ran against me for 
the U.S. Senate in 1966, and I found him 
to be a worthy and honorable oppo
nent. I had a great deal of respect for 
him and was saddened to hear of his 
death. His passing represents a great 
loss to many; but he will live on in the 
memories of those who know him and 
through the many contributions he 
made to Greenville Country and our 
State. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to extend my deepest condolences to . 
Senator Morrah's daughter, Irene 
Morrah Ingold; son, P. Bradley Morrah 
III; sisters, Mrs. Hugh Z. Graham and 
Mrs. Joe. T. Rice; and the rest of his 
fine family. 

Mr. President, I ask that the text of 
an article and an editorial from the 
Greenville News be included in the 
RECORD following my remarks. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Greenville (SC) News, Feb. 18, 
1992] 

FORMER LAWMAKER MORRAH DIES 
Former state Sen. P. Bradley Morrah Jr., 

whose stamp remains on Greenville County 
roads, libraries and government, died Mon
day. He was 76. 

Morrah had a long career in Greenville 
County politics and also gave his time to a 
number of civic organizations. 

Local leaders such as Greenville Mayor 
Bill Workman said they were inspired by 
Morrah's style, and colleagues such as 
former state Rep. B.O. "Tommy" Thomason 
said he was responsible for helping bring the 
Church Street overpass and other key road 
projects to Greenville. 

Former Gov. Dick Riley credited Morrah's 
influence with getting things done in Green
ville, even though he served in the Senate 
when each county had only one senator. 

Democratic Sen. Ernest Hollings called 
Morrah "an articulate, skilled legislator," 
and Republican Sen. Strom Thurmond, who 
Morrah ran against in 1966, said the Green
ville lawyer's passing a great loss to the 
state. 

Morrah first served as a member of the 
House of Representatives for Greenville 
County in 1941, resigning to enter the mili
tary service. He rose to the rank of major 
and was awarded the Bronze Star and seven 
battle stars. 

Between 1953 and 1966, he served the long
est term of any former single county Sen
ator. He served as chairman of the House 
Ways and Means Committee and on the Judi
ciary Committee of the Senate. 

In 1966, he was defeated by Thurmond for 
the U.S. Senate and also lost his state Sen
ate seat to write-in candidate Thomas A. 
Wofford. 

Born June 13, 1915, in Lancaster, he was 
the son of the late Patrick Bradley and 
Hessie Thomson Morrah. He graduated from 

Greenville County schools and was a 1936 
graduate of the Citadel, where he lettered in 
basketball and track. He graduated from 
Duke University Law School in 1939. 

He served as chairman of the South Caro
lina American Revolution Bicentennial Com
mittee and the U.S. Constitution Bicenten
nial Commission of South Carolina. In addi
tion, Morrah was a former member of the 
Board of Visitors at The Citadel, and was a 
member of the Clarks Hill-Russell Authority 
of South Carolina. He was former president 
of the Greenville Little Theatre, a former 
member of the Board of Trustees of the 
Greenville City School System, was a mem
ber of the Council of 13 Colonies and a former 
member of the state Parks, Recreation and 
Tourism Commission. He also received the 
National Daughters of the American Revolu
tion Medal of Honor. 

He also was a former member of the Ar
chives Commission, the Palmetto and Sum
mit clubs in Columbia, the Greenville Coun
try Club and Cotillion Club. 

He was a member of First Baptist Church. 
Surviving are a daughter, Irene Morrah 

Ingold of Greenville; a son, P. Bradley 
Morrah III of Greenville; two sisters, Mrs. 
Hugh Z. Graham of Greenville and Mrs. Joel 
T. Rice of Belton; and two grandchildren. 

Funeral services will be conducted Wednes
day at 3 p.m. at First Baptist Church. Burial 
will be in Woodland Memorial Park, Section 
0. 

The family is at the home at 206 Overbrook 
Road. 

[From the Greenville (SC) News, Feb. 27, 
1992] 

BRADLEY MORRAH, JR. 
Greenville attorney P. Bradley Morrah, 

Jr., who died last week at age 76, might well 
have become a South Carolina institution, 
except for circumstances that cut short his 
political career more than two decades ago. 

Morrah's good qualities and potential were 
dealt with uncharitably by fate, it being his 
experience that's still referred to in political 
warnings against running as an incumbent 

. for one office while also seeking election to 
a higher place. He lost a 1966 . challenge 
against U.S. Sen. Strom Thurmond, and, sur
prisingly, he was also narrowly defeated by a 
Thurmond supporter who ran as a write-in 
candidate against him for his supposedly safe 
state Senate seat. 

The political emotions and crosscurrents 
of the time punished Morrah's high standing 
that had discouraged ordinarily opposition, 
positioning him to be caricatured as inappro
priately ambitious. 

His place as exceptional community leader 
and South Carolina lawmaker, while he was 
still in his early 50s, provided the substance 
for his obituary last week. As noted, he com
bined admired qualities of civility, decency 
and leadership at a time when state senators 
wielded great power over their own countries 
as well as substantial control of state gov
ernment. 

Morrah had come to maturity when the 
temper of the times did not always favor 
good qualities, a point that came to light 
during the infamous Willie Earle lynching 
trial of 1947. He was a young defense attor
ney. And Rebecca West, the novelist and 
magazine writer who recorded that event 
most memorably, pictured him as a good 
man"stranded in the wrong century," admist 
prevailing incivility. 

Throughout the past two decades, this 
good man remained active in community af
fairs, but at a lower profile not noticed by 
many newcomers to the area. 

VICTORS IN ALBANIAN ELECTIONS 
SHOULD COMMAND UNITED 
STATES ATTENTION AND SUP
PORT 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, this past 

weekend, Albania took another step in 
breaking with its Communist, isola
tionist past. In parliamentary elec- . 
tions, the Democratic Party won a re
sounding 62 percent of the vote, ena
bling it to control Albania's new par
liament. Apparently, the turnout was 
heavy, and the vote took place without 
incident. In both form and substance, 
the elections indicate that Albania is 
serious about reform. 

Last year, I visited Albania during 
its first parliamentary elections, and 
during that trip, I met Dr. Sali 
Berisha, the talented medical doctor 
who heads Albania's Democratic Party. 
I was much impressed by this man's 
commitment to his fellow citizens, par
ticularly in helping them rebuild a 
country devastated by years of Stalin
ist repression and deprivation. He will 
need our support in that great under
taking. 

Dr. Berisha subsequently visited the 
United States, and I know that many 
of my colleagues met with him and 
were equally impressed by his leader
ship and vision. Today, I am sending 
Dr. Berisha a telegram to congratulate 
him and hi~ Democratic Party on their 
victory, and to offer my support for the 
difficult days ahead. I ask unanimous 
consent that the text of my message be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 

Washington, DC, March 25, 1992 . 
Dr. SALI BERISHA, 
Chairman, Democratic Party, Tirana, Albania. 

DEAR DR. BERISHA: I wish to congratulate 
you on the Democratic Party's overwhelm
ing victory in Albania's parliamentary elec
tions. In both process and results, the elec
tions are truly an indication of the Albanian 
people's desire to make a final break from 
their isolationist, Communist past. 

Now that the people of Albania have dem
. onstrated their commitment to reform, I be
lieve that there should be greater opportuni
ties for Albanian-U.S. cooperation, particu
larly in terms of economic development. In 
this regard, I believe that the U.S. Adminis
tration should move to grant Most Favored 
Nation trade status to Albania. You may be 
sure that I will do what I can to encourage 
such a step. 

As one who observed Albania's first free 
elections one year ago, I am particularly 
gratified by the most recent election results, 
and I wish to extend to you my personal con
gratulations and best wishes. 

With every good wish. 
Ever sincerely, 

CLAIBORNE PELL. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pe
riod for morning business is now 
closed. 
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REFORM ACT 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to consideration of Calendar 
Order No. 428, S. 2399. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 

MOTION TO PROCEED 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

move to proceed to Calendar Order No. 
428, s. 2399. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo
tion is debatable. Who seeks recogni
tion? 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, might 

I ask the majority leader, is it accept
able that I proceed first or would he 
like for me to wait for the chairman of 
the Budget Committee to discuss the 
other side? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the motion to proceed 
to Senate bill 2399. 

In the course of today and days to 
come, the Senator from New Mexico 
and others will discuss not only with 
the Senate but hopefully with the 
American people what is at issue here. 

Frankly, I generally do not feel very 
confident in opposing a motion to pro
ceed, albeit this bill was moved in a 
rather extraordinary manner. But in 
this case I feel very comfortable with 
this because I do not believe that the 
Senate should be considering Senate 
bill 2399 for a number of reasons that 
have very little to do with the sub
stance which will follow shortly. 

First of all, the Budget Committee of 
the U.S. Senate-! see the occupant of 
the chair, and I remember when he was 
a member of the Budget Committee. He 
used to wonder when we would have an 
opportunity to do something. In this 
case interestingly enough that com
mittee, the Budget Committee, is sup
posed to consider bills that change the 
Budget Act or any amendments to that 
Budget Act. We are currently operating 
under the 5-year agreement and the 
Budget Enforcement Act. 

This bill which would take the cap on 
defense and get rid of it in 1993, lit
erally just get rid of it, tear down that 
wall, clearly should have been consid
ered by the Budget Committee. 

Since it has not been considered by 
the Budget Committee, it comes to the 
floor in a rather extraordinary manner. 

First, last night, a rather extraor
dinary process was used to determine 
and declare we were in 2 days of legis
lative session in the same day so that 
it would be ripe for a motion to proceed 
today. 

And, second, this bill, if we ever get 
to it, would be subject to a 60-vote 
point of order for the very reason that 
it has been appropriately considered by 
the committee of jurisdiction. 

You see, that Budget Committee 
should consider and vote on a number 
of questions. What does this bill mean, 
simple as it may sound, for budget dis
cipline? What might it mean to the def
icit, and deficit reduction efforts? 
What might it mean to the defense of 
our country when we want to build 
down the defense in an orderly man
ner? What will taking that cap away do 
to that orderliness when this defense 
budget is put in total competition, in a 
big pool of money in the Appropria
tions Committee, to determine how 
much for defense and how much for all 
the rest? 

In essence, believe it or not, if this 
bill is adopted, one committee will be 
determining the fate of our defense 
builddown, not the Senate, not the 
President, and not the Congress with 
the President. One committee, the Ap
propriations Committee, which is torn 
apart inside because there are many 
subcommittees spending money ·on do
mestic programs. It will be very easy 
in this builddown era to annually dev
astate defense-a billion here, a billion 
there-as the competition for programs 
in every area of domestic spending 
overwhelms it. 

We finally arrived at a point in his
tory, after the 5-year agreement that 
economic summit produced, that we 
took that competition between domes
tic spending and defense and said that 
is not good, it is not good for fiscal pol
icy, and it is not good for defense. We 
said, let us set up a cap on defense and 
a cap on domestic, and you cannot use 
defense money or defense savings for 
higher domestic spending. 

And, yes, we even put one in for 
international affairs, albeit a smaller 
portion, and we said if you do not want 
to spend it on international affairs, it 
goes to the deficit, but it cannot be 
used or intermingled for other things, 
including defense or domestic. 

So, today, we are without hearings 
on that very serious budget enforce
ment provision. Today, we are going 
to, if the Senate were to agree, take 
that cap away and say, if the Congress 
wants to spend less on defense, all the 
savings go into a domestic pool to be 
spent on domestic if the Congress sees 
fit, and the savings resulting from 
deeper defense cuts do not go to the 
deficit. 

Somebody may get up and say, oh, 
they can go to the deficit, because we 
do not have to spend it all. I see the oc
cupant of the chair, and that brought a 

grin to his face. Will anyone really be
lieve that when we do that, that every 
single penny will not be spent on 1 of 
the 2,600-plus domestic programs, some 
of which are not much good, many of 
which have taken on a halo and are im
mortal, because we cannot even talk 
about getting rid of them? So why will 
we not use all that extra defense 
money to spend for those? 

There are some running around ask
ing us to tear down this wall so the 
money can be spent on programs they 
want. There are constituent groups 
that come to our offices saying it is 
going to be spent on education; tear 
down the wall. It is going to be spent 
on infrastructure; tear down the wall. 

Well, there is no provision in this bill 
or in the procedures of this institution 
that say where it is going to go. Where 
it is going to go is a big pool of money 
to be spent wherever the appropriators 
recommend, unless changed by the 
Congress. I think everybody knows 
what that means. 

Having said that, let me tell the Sen
ate a couple of things that I think are 
very, very wrong with this. I have dis
cussed what is going to happen to an 
orderly defense builddown, and in the 
course of this debate, we will have ex
perts on defense talk about how much 
we have already cut it. 

We will introduce today, rather 
quickly, the letter from the Armed 
Services Committee chairman and 
ranking member. They essentially say 
the President's defense budget number 
for 1993 is right. So there is not any use 
to tear down this wall. Just do the 
President's defense number, and what 
you save, devote to deficit reduction 
and go about your business. We do not 
need to tear the wall down. 

So I see it this way, in its simplest 
terms: A deal is a deal. We worked hard 
putting together this budget restraint 
package that set limits on spending. 
Frankly, less than 2 years have passed, 
and we want to renege on the deal. No
body should think that that 1990 budg
et agreement mandates a high level of 
defense spending. The cap merely says 
you cannot mix the funds. For those 
who want to cut defense more, have at 
it. If you win, the savings go to the def
icit. That is very simple to understand. 

Second, I cannot understand how we 
can expect the American people to be
lieve that we are serious about Federal 
spending being out of control when, 5 
days ago, we put a big tax on a certain 
part of America-78 billion dollars' 
worth-and we did not apply that to 
the deficit. Now we are going to tear 
down the defense wall, so we will not 
put any of the defense savings on the 
deficit. I ask, even if we had not used 
the phrase in the past "tax and spend," 
what is it, if it is not tax and spend? 

I alluded to that in arguing against 
the tax increase bill. But I did not have 
exact living proof that the spend part 
was all spending because most of the 



6742 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE March 25, 1992 
tax increase was used for tax credits, 
special interest provisions, and other 
revenue losses. Some call these tax ex
penditures. So I called it tax and spend. 

Today much is being said about 
change, about America's new kinds of 
needs, about fiscal restraint and the 
deficits, and the need to save some
thing for our children. Yet, we see the 
culmination of tax-$78 billion in new 
taxes, and spend-take down the only 
thing that protects defense spending, 
and spend the savings instead of apply 
the savings to the deficit. 

So we can spend a lot longer debating 
this issue. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
letters of the chairman and ranking 
member of the authorizing committee 
for defense be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, DC, March 24, 1992. 
Hon. JIM SASSER, 
Chairman, 
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, 
Ranking Minority Member, 
Committee on the Budget, U.S. Senate, Wash

ington, DC. 
DEAR JIM AND PETE: In accordance with 

the provisions of Section 301(d) of the Con
gressional Budget Act, I am forwarding my 
recommendations for the National Defense 
function for FY1993. I appreciate the addi
tional time you permitted me, based on your 
schedule, to present my views. I cannot rec
ommend significant reductions in the Presi
dent's FY1993 budget level. I do believe, how
ever, that significant savings can be made in 
the following years of the future-years de
fense plan. 

As you know, President Bush has requested 
$281.0 b1llion in budget authority and $291.4 
billion in outlays for the National Defense 
function for FY1993. The President's request 
is $7.5 billion in budget authority and $4.9 
b1llion outlays below the level for defense 
permitted in the Budget Enforcement Act. 
As the Director of the Congressional Budget 
Office testified to the Armed Services Com
mittee in February, even before the addi
tional defense reductions proposed by the 
President in this year's budget, defense 
spending for fiscal years 1993-1997 would be 
$350 billion below the 1990 level used as the 
Budget Summit baseline. 

In order to make the reductions in defense 
already included in the President's FY1993 
budget, by 1996 one million jobs will be lost 
in the Defense Department, and an addi
tional one million jobs in the defense indus
try. This is the case even if no additional re
ductions are made to the President's propos
als. By 1995 we w111 have reduced the Army 
by 10 divisions, the Navy by 95 ships, and the 
Air Force by 10 fighter wings. In addition, 
dozens of major weapons systems have been 
canceled and many others slowed down. 

The Committee has received a great deal of 
testimony about the turmoil and concern 
among the military members, Defense De
partment civilians, and defense industry em
ployees that make up the defense establish
ment. The senior leaders of the military 
services, for example, have pointed out that 
the pace of personnel reductions currently 
underway cannot be accelerated without sig-

nificant hardships to military members and 
their families. Over the next eight months, 
the Army alone will release 85,000 people 
from active duty. 

I hope that members of Congress will keep 
in mind one fundamental difference between 
this drawdown and previous ones. After most 
of our wars, those being released were draft
ees who wanted to get out. In today's mili
tary the men and women who serve are vol
unteers, many of whom were counting on a 
military career. If we are serious about 
maintaining a top quality volunteer force 
this distinction must be kept in mind. This 
is why I do not believe it is possible or desir
able to reduce the military or civilian per
sonnel levels in the Defense Department at a 
faster rate than that proposed in the Admin
istration's FY1993 budget. 

We have many pressing needs in this coun
try that must be addressed over the next five 
years. In particular, we need to invest more 
in the skills and training of our people. A 
strong defense conversion and economic ad
justment program is essential if we are going 
to take advantage of the skills and talents of 
the dedicated people being forced to leave 
the defense sector. This will help us avoid 
causing additional hardship to these people 
and worsening the unemployment situation 
in the short term, while at the same time 
paving the way for higher economic growth 
in the long term. 

I anticipate that there will be initiatives 
in other areas that have traditionally been 
of concern to Congress, such as the indus
trial base and the National Guard and Re
serve. These initiatives are not part of the 
President's budget. Unless the Congress de
cides it will no longer address these con
cerns, our Committee will have to make re
ductions from the President's budget to fund 
these initiatives. 

The defense outlay level in the Budget Res
olution must also take into consideration 
the $7.7 billion in rescissions of previously 
appropriated funds proposed by the Presi
dent. If the Congress does not approve all of 
these rescissions, many of which involve pro
grams strongly supported by the Congress, 
then additional cuts must be made just to 
get back to the FY1993 outlay level proposed 
by the Administration. 

There is no doubt that some reductions can 
be made in the President's request. I know 
that some members of your Committee have 
identified potential reductions of $8-10 bil
lion in the President's amended FY1993 de
f~nse budget request. But in my view these 
proposals do not take into account Congres
sional increases to the President's programs. 
I want to emphasize that if we do not ap
prove the level of rescissions proposed by the 
Administration, and if we want to enact a 
package of economic conversion and transi
tion initiatives for communities and individ
uals affected by base closings and defense in
dustry drawdowns, it will require substantial 
reductions to the President's proposed pro
gram just to stay within the Administra
tion's level. 

Given the practical limits on the pace of 
personnel reductions, the extensive defense 
program reductions already underway, the 
need to assist military, civilian and industry 
·personnel leaving the defense sector, growing 
environmental cleanup requirements, and 
the uncertainty over whether Congress will 
accept the President's rescission proposals, I 
do not believe that significant reductions 
below the aggregate funding level proposed 
by the President can be made in defense in 
FY1993. The Committee w111 continue to look 
for savings and efficiencies in DoD programs, 

but I believe savings identified in FY1993 will 
be offset by the above and other consider
ations. 

I do however believe if present world 
trends continue it will be possible to achieve 
savings beyond those proposed by the Ad
ministration in the outyears of the Presi
dent's FY1993 budget. For example, we must 
take a fresh look at the proposed Base Force. 
There is redundancy and duplication among 
the military services in roles and missions. 
By eliminating these redundancies and 
streamlining the support and overhead struc
ture of the Defense Department, it will be 
possible to maintain the combat capability 
of the Base Force at lower budget levels. 

I also believe that we can maintain our for
ward presence on land and at sea at more re
alistic levels. The level of U.S. troops sta
tioned in Europe can be reduced well below 
the 150,000 proposed by the Administration, 
although these additional reductions w111 
have to be achieved in the years after 
FY1993. The old Cold War operating tempos 
of our forward deployed forces can also be re
duced, saving operating costs and extending 
the life of weapons systems. 

At this time, it is my judgment that the 
defense budget can be reduced by $80-85 bil
lion, including the FY1992 rescissions, below 
the Budget Summit Baseline over the next 
five years, or $30-$35 billion below the Ad
ministration's FY1993 request for the next 
five years. 

I believe our nation has many great needs. 
One of the most important of these needs is 
deficit reduction. I believe it is essential 
that the Congress demonstrate a willingness 
to make cuts in federal spending and apply 
them to deficit reduction. Without question, 
defense has been the most significant source 
of deficit reduction in the Budget Summit 
Agreement, and will continue to provide sig
nificant savings throughout the 1990s. 

I look forward to working with you on the 
Budget Resolution in the weeks ahead. 

Sincerely, 
SAM NUNN, 

Chairman. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, DC, March 24, 1992. 
Hon. JIM SASSER, 
Chairman, 
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, 
Ranking Minority Member, 
Committee on the Budget, U.S. Senate, Wash

ington, DC. 
DEAR JIM AND PETE: It is my understand

ing that today Chairman Nunn submitted to 
you his recommendations for the National 
Defense budget function for FY 1993. Until 
today, we were endeavoring to reach agree
ment on a joint letter, but the revised out
year reductions recommended by Senator 
Nunn preclude my concurrence. I, too, can
not recommend any substantial reduction in 
the level of defense spending proposed by the 
President for Fiscal Year 1993. 

I generally concur in Senator Nunn's com
ments regarding the very significant reduc
tions already made in defense spending under 
the budget summit agreement, as well as his 
assessment of the issues Congress must ad
dress during the debate on the defense budg
et this year. In particular, I fully endorse his 
cautionary statement that, if Congress fails 
to approve the President's rescission propos
als and at the same time wishes to add to 
this year's defense budget a package of eco
nomic conversion and transition assistance 
initiatives for communities and individuals 
affected by base closings and defense indus-
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try drawdowns, then significant and perhaps 
unwise cuts to the President's FY 1993 de
fense program would be required. This would 
be the case even if Congress were to approve 
the President's requested level of defense 
spending. 

However, I cannot join in the view that 
$30-35 billion in defense cuts beyond those 
recommended by the President can be made 
in the next five years. In my view, the appro
priate funding level for defense for FY 1-994 
and beyond will be a top priority for the 
President and the new Congress following 
the November elections, and our rec
ommendations today will have little stand
ing in that debate. 

In view of the continuing rapid pace of 
change in the world and the growing uncer
tainty about the course of future events, par
ticularly in the former Soviet Union, I must 
reserve judgment at this time on the level of 
defense spending which is necessary to en
sure our national security in the future. A 
precipitous decline in defense spending 
would irreparably degrade the superb capa
bilities of our Armed Forces today, and we 
must ensure that any reductions permit an 
orderly build-down ·of our military forces. In 
the words of General Colin Powell, Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, ". . . we are re
ducing as fast as we can, we cannot go any 
faster or we will break the force." 

Over the next several months, the Commit
tee will conduct a complete and careful re
view of the President's recommendations, in
cluding an overall assessment of service 
roles and missions, alternative plans for both 
domestic and overseas basing, and operating 
tempos and training requirements. We will 
study the complex questions associated with 
the issue of defense industrial base policy 
and the economic effects of reducing defense 
spending. And we will continue to work 
closely with the Administration to reduce 
the nuclear threat which still exists in the 
Commonwealth of Independent States. 

Should events in the world continue to un
fold in a positive direction, this review may 
identify additional areas where reductions 
can be made in future years. However, I do 
not believe that Congress should at this time 
take action to promise the American people 
specific additional peace dividends in the fu
ture when we are not sure we can safely de
liver on that promise. In this connection, I 
believe that Congress should adhere to its· 
commitments under the Budget Enforcement 
Act and devote any reductions in defense 
spending to deficit reduction. 

In any case, the Armed Services Commit
tee will continue to work to ensure a level of 
defense spending and military capab111ty 
which is adequate to ensure the future secu
rity of our nation. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN W. WARNER, 

-Ranking Minority Member. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, even 
though some of the media accounts say 
that they are recommending deeper 
cuts than the President's, I think it is 
fair to read it the way I suggest, and 
that is, for 1993, they do not rec
ommend anything different than the 
President in terms of the cap or dollars 
to be saved or dollars to be spent ·for 
defense. They might, in the third or 
fourth year out, say that we could cut 
more. We can take that up another 
day. 

But, essentially, the committee that 
knows the most about what is going to 

happen says we should not take down 
the wall, unless we make sure that we 
spend at least what the President has 
recommended. That will not happen if 
the wall gets torn down and nothing is 
put in its place. 

So I think Senators can understand 
that when a motion to proceed is ob
jected to, more than in the usual de
bate, this is an appropriate place to 
raise the issue whether we should be 
considering taking down the defense 
cap and wall for 1993 at all. We do not 
need to change it, because if we want 
to save money by cutting defense more, 
we all have a blueprint for that. 

Cut it if you want; put the savings 
where they belong under the agreement 
we made-that is on the deficit. We 
should leave the wall alone to protect 
defense from an inordinate competition 
created by domestic programs that 
want to divert defense savings from the 
deficit and devote them to additional 
domestic spending. 

So with this, I might indicate that a 
number of Senators want to be heard 
on how much we have already reduced 
defense spending, what the 5-year pro
gram means that we put in almost 2 
years ago, and the President's proposed 
additional defense cuts. And many 
want to talk about the need to restrain 
expenditure growth rather than the 
need to spend defense savings on other 
domestic programs. 

Frankly, Mr. President, I will use 
some of the debate to discuss the issues 
I just described, and then I will begin 
to talk with the Senate seriously about 
the other part of the budget deficit, 
which are the entitlement or manda
tory programs. I have a proposal that I 
will make in general terms during this 
debate that I hope Senators might sup
port. This proposal would make a per
manent change in the Budget Act, 
which obviously would have to go to 
hearings. The proposal would cap the 
growth in mandatory expenditures, and 
do it in an orderly way so that the au
thorizing committees that oversee this 
myriad of entitlement mandatory pro
grams, except Social Security, would 
have time to look and see what has to 
be changed so that the expenditures 
would be somewhat restrained and yet 
live up to our commitments in those 
particular programs. And that can be 
done. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. SASSER]. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I rise to 
ask for consideration of the Appropria
tions Category Reform Act of 1992. I 
first introduced this measure on Feb
ruary 25 asS. 2250. 

We now have 49 Members of the U.S. 
Senate who have stepped forward to be
come original cosponsors. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to add today the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. GORE] as an original co
sponsor to this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I will 
call to the attention of my colleagues 
that the distinguished chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Intelligence, 
Senator BoREN of Oklahoma, became a 
cosponsor of this legislation yesterday. 

There is a lot of interest in this bill 
that has a very technical name, the 
Appropriations Category Reform Act of 
1992. 

Some of my colleagues might con
sider the fact that there are 49 original 
sponsors or cosponsors as unusual for a 
proposal that is essentially a technical 
budget matter. 

But I think every Senator who has 
signed his or her name to this bill 
knows its effect on the future and the 
prosperity of this country. At a time 
when we are struggling to emerge from 
the longest recession since the Great 
Depression, they know that the influ
ence of this bill will be anything but 
technical on the economy and the lives 
of the people of this country. It is a 
fundamental measure that is a condi
tion precedent to allow us to begin in
vesting in America once again. 

As the distinguished occupant of the 
chair knows, it was his deceased fa
ther-in-law who, as President of the 
United States, Lyndon Johnson, em
barked this country on a period of 
great investment, investment in infra
structure, investment in the human 
needs of our people. That was almost a 
quarter of a century ago. 

Since that time and since the time of 
Lyndon Baines Johnson, we have al
lowed our country to fall into neglect, 
not because we wished to, but because 
we had conflicting pressures on us. One 
of those pressures was the great eco
nomic burden of carrying the weight of 
the world on our shoulders. Essentially 
it was the weight of the free world on 
our shoulders in defending our way of 
life in the cold war and our way of life 
against a corrupt and totalitarian re
gime. That battle is won. 

It is time, I think, now to go back to 
the policy of investing in America, in 
investing in our own people, of scaling 
back -military expenditures. And, yes, 
some of those military expenditures 
ought to go to deficit reduction, but 
certainly a substantial proportion of 
them ought to go to meet the long ne
glected needs of the people of this 
country. 

Just look around us and see. Look at 
what is happening to the infrastructure 
of this country. Go to New York City, 
the great proud city that has been the 
intellectual leader of this world and 
this country in many ways, a city that 
has produced great things in the past. 
It is sad to go there now. It looks like 
a city in the old Soviet Union, or per
haps even a city in the Third World, as 
you see potholes everywhere and you 
see bridges rusting and decaying. You 
see graffiti everywhere and people 
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afraid to walk the streets in certain 
areas. And this is duplicated in city 
after city after city after city across 
this great land of ours. 

As we look at the educational scores 
that come in from around the world 
and how our students in this country 
compare with the students in other 
countries, we find that we are falling 
short. So the needs are great. The ne
glect has been long. But now the day of 
meeting these needs is coming. 

What we are offering today is simply 
the opportunity for our colleagues here 
in this body to make a judgment, to 
make a judgment about whether they 
wish to use some of the cuts in mili
tary spending to meet long neglected 
domestic needs. We are not saying that 
is going to happen. What we are saying 
is simply allow this legislative body, 
the U.S. Senate, 100 individuals who 
represent the more than 260 million 
people in this country, to make a judg
ment, to reflect the views of their con
stituents. 

It will simply change the budget 
agreement to allow transfers between 
defense spending and domestic spend
ing. That is all it does. 

Mr. President, there is no disguising 
the fact that this bill is principally at 
odds with the approach of the adminis
tration. The administration cannot 
seem to fully comprehend that the cold 
war is over, that the evil empire is 
dead, that it is no longer something 
that we have to confront. The Presi
dent told the American people that the 
peace dividend is simply that, only 
peace. 

Well, of course, that is a large part of 
the dividend-peace. But what he is 
also saying is there is no tangible proof 
for the toll and the struggle of the last 
half century, and no real restitution 
for the sacrifice that the American 
people have made. 

This legislation takes the clear and 
necessary step. It poses a single fun
damental question: Are we going to 
move decisively to invest a portion of 
the peace dividend in our domestic 
needs? Or are we going to maintain 
cold war policy and cold war sacrifices 
after the cold war is over? 

Essentially what the legislation does 
is to allow our colleagues here in this 
body to make that choice. We are not 
saying what choice they should make. 
If the Members of this body wish tore
duce domestic spending and increase 
defense spending under this proposal 
that we are advancing today, they are 
free to do that. We are simply saying, 
let us take down the wall that sepa
rates domestic spending from defense 
spending. Let us keep the overall cap 
so that we will keep the discipline of 
the Budget Enforcement Act. But let 
us make some judgments here, as we 
are elected to do, about what is to be 
done about the future of the country 
and certainly what is to be done about 
defense spending versus domestic 
spending. 

The truth is that the measure I have 
introduced, along with 49 of our col
leagues, allows for both investment 
and deficit reduction. We need both. 
We must have both. 

I think it is useful that we have a 
fresh sense now of what this bill does 
and what it does not do. The bill that 
is before the Senate today does not un
ravel or rewrite our budget agreement, 
as some would have us believe. It mere
ly accelerates by 1 year the possibility 
of transferring funds from defense to 
domestic accounts if the U.S. Senate 
votes by a majority to do that. 

Now, if having a wall between defense 
and domestic is such a fine idea, why 
do we not just extend it out into per
petuity? Why do we not just say the 
U.S. Senate cannot be trusted to make 
the decision as to whether or not the 
tax dollars of the American people 
ought to be spent for defense or for do
mestic spending, for military hardware 
or for roads and bridges, and education 
and hospitals? The U.S. Senate cannot 
be trusted to make that decision, so let 
us just take this wall between defense 
and domestic spending and extend it 
out into perpetuity. In essence, that is 
the argument that is being made by 
the opponents of this legislation today. 

All we are saying is, let us accelerate 
by 1 year the taking down of the walls 
between domestic and discretionary 
spending. That is not a change in the 
architecture of the original budget 
agreement. We are not remaking the 
agreement. We are not reneging on the 
agreement. We are not allowing in any 
way for deficit increases. 

Mr. President, why would we come 
before the Senate at this particular 
time and talk about changing the 
agreement to some extent, or altering, 
modifying it even slightly? The reason 
for the change is self-evident. It will 
allow us to marshal the resources we 
need to fight a recession that is longer 
than any of us anticipated back in 1990 
when this budget summit agreement 
was signed. 

Remember, this summit agreement 
became law back in the fall of 1990. 
That is over a year and a half ago. At 
that time, we were just on the verge of 
a recession, just sliding into the reces
sion. We did not know it. The adminis
tration did not know it. The partici
pants in the budget summit agreement 
did not know it. Those who voted here 
for the budget summit agreement or 
those who voted against it, they did 
not know that we were on the edge of 
a recession. But we were. And we now 
know it is the longest, as I said earlier, 
the longest recession that this country 
has had since the Great Depression of 
the 1930's. This recession has gone on 
for 19 months. 

So we are talking here about the 
ability to make the judgment about 
whether we ought to use some of these 
military expenditures, ought to curtail 
these military expenditures, and make 

some investments in our economy to 
sustain economic growth. And some of 
these investments that could be made 
will not be made unless these walls can 
come down. 

I am talking about investments in in
frastructure, investments in health, 
education, job training, and in research 
and development, and in technology. 
There are many Members of this body 
who have a great interest in a super
conducting supercollider. It is going to 
be extraordinarily difficult to finance 
that project unless the walls come 
down. No question about it. 

There are many Members of this 
body who have an interest in seeing the 
United States put a space station in 
space. Just yesterday, the chairperson 
of the appropriations subcommittee 
that has the responsibility for funding 
NASA said here on the floor of the U.S. 
Senate-it is in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD-that unless these walls come 
down, there probably will not be any 
space station funding. That is the way 
I understood what she had to say. 

We can make these investments now. 
We can make them because the cold 
war is over. And these are the kinds of 
investments that we must make in 
technology, research and development, 
education, job training, infrastructure. 
These are the kinds of investments 
that this country must make if we are 
to compete with Japan and Germany 
and the other rapidly developing indus
trial powers of the world. 

That is the driving logic behind the 
change. By original design, our budget 
agreement will deliver this opportunity 
to us in 12 months' time. In 12 months, 
the wall comes down between defense 
and domestic. We are simply saying it 
would be foolish not to seize this op
portunity as it now arises. 

Some say, "Well, you know, you 
made that agreement over there to 
keep these walls up for 3 years." That 
was not part of the agreement that I 
favored, but I went along with the 
total agreement. "Why do you come 
now and want to take them down?" 

Well, circumstances have changed. 
Let us talk about an imponderable as 
large as a defense budget that ap
proaches $300 billion. 

(Mr. SHELBY assumed the chair.) 
Mr. SASSER. When you are looking 

at a military budget that approaches 
$300 billion, there is a tendency to try 
to put it in perspective by comparing it 
to something else; to make it have a 
sense relative to the economy as a 
whole or to compare it in the context 
of other Federal programs. 

Those who scamper to find relative 
merit in a military budget approaching 
S300 billion miss the only point, I 
think, that really matters, and that is 
whether the American people need that 
level of defense spending for their pro
tection from external threats. Ulti
mately you have to measure any ex
penditure against the need for it and 
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what the expenditure contributes to 
the Nation's economic well-being. Ev
erything else is an illusion. 

We have all seen the fun house mir
rors at the amusement park that dis
tort the object in view. At the right 
angle, these mirrors can make a sumo 
wrestler look like Slim Pickens, and I 
suggest to my colleagues that our de
fense debate at the moment is trapped 
in a house of mirrors. 

The purveyors of the perspective, and 
they have appeared before the Senate 
Budget Committee, put on chart shows 
that last 3 or 4 hours in an effort, I sup
pose, to wear out Senators so they will 
not be able to propound relevant ques
tions. They will not have time to do 
that. But the purveyors of perspective 
justify a cold war budget by telling us 
that military spending is declining as a 
percentage of gross national product. 
And they also tell us that defense 
spending is declining relative to other 
areas in the budget. Those who make 
this case over a period of time can be 
quite persuasive, and by the time they 
get through they have us believing 
that an elephant is really a mouse. 

The fact is, if you want to put the de
fense budget next to the entirety of the 
gross national product, of course it 
looks small. But if you want to place it 
next to what we spend for domestic 
programs to meet the needs of the peo
ple of this country-to build roads and 
bridges and hospitals, to educate our 
people, to run the general government, 
to conduct research and development
we find that the defense budget looks 
very large indeed. 

It is really a question of perspective. 
Congress is charged with doing more 
than simply making comparisons with
in our budget. We are here in this body 
to make choices about priorities and 
we have to try to assess the relative 
merit of what the expenditures of tax
payers' money contribute to the na
tional good. Military spending has only 
one purpose and that is to defend the 
United States of America from exter
nal threats. That is all it is for. It is 
not a jobs program, it is not a WP A 
project, it is not an educational effort. 
Military spending purely and simply is 
to defend this country from external 
threats. 

Domestic investments, on the other 
hand, investments in our domestic 
economy, are there to promote durable 
economic growth and to improve the 
standard of living of the American peo
ple. Those are the terms that we must 
consider if we are going to bring mili
tary spending out of the fun house, if 
we are going to clearly see what we are 
buying with our military budget and 
clearly see what we are not. 

Let us make some of the very com
parisons that those who minimize our 
military spending are apt to make. Let 
us consider those results relative to 
the military spending of our economic 
competitors and, most importantly, 

relative to the security threats that 
this country now faces. 

I might say these threats are deter
mined by our Nation's top military and 
intelligence officers. I am going to 
quote them here. First, let us consider 
military spending as a share of Federal 
outlays. It is true that we are experi
encing a modest decline. At the peak of 
the military buildup during the Reagan 
years-which was unprecedented in the 
peacetime history of the United States 
of America, a military buildup that ex
ceeded the military buildup that oc
curred during the war in Vietnam-in 
1986, military outlays comprised 27 per
cent of all Federal outlays. Under the 
President's 1993 budget, military spend
ing would still consume 18 percent of 
all Federal outlays. 

Let us look at the budgets of the 
world's industrial democracies that we 
compete against. It is quickly apparent 
that military spending as a percentage 
of their total outlays is dramatically 
less, on average about one-half of the 
outlays of ours, one-half to one-third of 
our spending levels. 

In 1988, at the height of the cold war, 
France was spending 8.8 percent of its 
budget on defense. And West Germany, 
which was on the front lines-just 
across in East Germany there were al
most a half a million Soviet troops, 
perhaps more-West Germany, which 
would have been the battleground and 
had the most to lose if the cold war ex
ploded into a hot one, West Germany 
was spending only slightly over 9 per
cent of its budget on military expendi
tures. 

Compare that with the 18 percent 
that the Bush administration wants to 
continue to have the American people 
fork over after the cold war is over and 
the evil empire has collapsed. 

What about Italy, what were they 
spending at the height of the cold war? 
When we were spending 27 percent, in 
1986, they were spending slightly over 4 
percent; Japan, 6 percent; Norway, 6.9 
percent; Netherlands, 5.4 percent. 

Again, by comparison, we will be 
spending 18 percent of our budget out
lays in 1993 in the absence of any cold 
war threat. 

Another argument that the pro
ponents of military spending like to 
make is they say military spending is 
not a large percent of gross national 
product. Defense spending measured 6.3 
percent of our gross domestic product 
in 1985. True, it is coming down some. 
The President is sloping it down to 4.5 
percent of gross domestic product in 
1993. But, again, that far exceeds the 
ratio of defense spending to gross do
mestic product in other industrial de
mocracies. 

In 1991, defense spending measured 3.5 
percent of France's gross domestic 
product; 3 percent of Norway's 2.7 per
cent of the Netherland's; and 1 percent 
of Japan's gross domestic product. So 
in terms of the very comparisons often 

made by those who point to our declin
ing defense expenditures, in terms of 
total budget outlays of gross domestic 
product, yes, we have seen some mod
est decline, but we are still spending at 
many times the levels of our economic 
competitors. 

The simple question is why? Why are 
we doing this? Why do we continue to 
do it? What threat is there on the face 
of this Earth that would cause us to 
spend $1.4 trillion over the next 5 years 
when those who are charged with fer
reting out the threats cannot seem to 
find them. 

The Director of the Central Intel
ligence Agency, Robert Gates, a vet
eran of the cold war, recently told the 
Senate, "The world of the 1990's * * * is 
an arena in which promise will often 
outweigh menace, and in which oppor
tunities for constructive action will 
outnumber the threats to our secu
rity." So says the Director of the 
Central Intelligence Agency. But the 
administration presents us with a pro
posal in the face of that to spend $1.4 
trillion on the military over the next 5 
years. 

Mr. President, recall that the founda
tion of our current military plan, a so
called base-force concept of 1.6 million 
active duty personnel by 1997, that 
base-force concept was developed in 
1990. Let us contrast for a moment the 
world as it was in 1990 and the world as 
it is now in March 1992. 

When the Pentagon gave the base 
force 18 Army divisions, the former So
viet Union fielded 190 ground bases. 
Today, the Central Intelligence Agency 
predicts that the Commonwealth, the 
successor to the old Soviet Union, will 
field no more than 50 to 60 divisions by 
the end of the decade. And frankly, 
most analysts would be surprised to 
find a force even close to that level. 

In 1990, when this budget agreement 
was entered into, the Pentagon plan at 
that time included 12 carrier battle 
groups and 448 combatant ships for the 
so-called base force. The Soviet Navy 
was arguably at that time the world's 
largest. Quality was questionable, but 
they were arguably the world's largest. 
In 1990, the Soviet Navy has 240 surface 
warships operating daily in every 
international body of water, not to 
mention nearly 1,400 combat craft in 
reserve. 

Where is the Navy of the old Soviet 
Union today compared to 1990? The old 
Soviet Navy is in port or it is in dry 
dock. There is no fuel. There is no mo
rale. They do not know who owns the 
ships. Ukraine and Russia are fighting 
over the Black Sea fleet. Each of them 
is trying to get the captains and the 
admirals to pledge loyalty to them. 
The Navy of the old Soviet Union has 
ceased to exist. In the words of a senior 
Pentagon official who tracks the 
former Soviet Navy, he said, "There 
are no surface combatants deployed 
anywhere in the world. None, zero." So 
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the Soviet Navy has ceased to exist for 
all practical purposes. 

And finally, when the Pentagon came 
up with this current base force struc
ture in 1990, the same time that we ne
gotiated this budget agreement, Soviet 
missile factories were running full 
bore. I well remember some of our col
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
getting up at that time and saying we 
cannot reduce defense spending be
cause they are continuing to build 
strategically, they are continuing to 
broaden and increase their strategic 
nuclear offensive force, and the Soviet 
missile factories were running full 
bore. They were turning out the larg
est, most destructive missiles in the 
world, missiles like the SS--18. 

What is happening at the old SS--18 
missile factory in the Ukraine today? 
It is making machines that make sau
sage. It is hammering rocket booster 
shells into trolley buses. Now that is 
the state of our former enemy, the old 
Soviet Union. 

Those are the changes that have oc
curred since this budget summit agree-

. ment was negotiated in the fall of 1990. 
Yet, the unreconstructed old cold war
riors strap on their rusty armor, come 
over here on the floor and tell us, no, 
we cannot reduce this mill tary spend
ing; no, we cannot reduce that; we do 
not have a problem domestically; we do 
not have a problem with out economy, 
we do not have a problem with our edu
cation system; and even if we do, we do 
not want to use this military spending 
to deal with that. 

What does the Director of the De
fense Intelligence Agency say about 
the state of the threat? Gen. James 
Clapper, the Director of the Defense In
telligence Agency, said in recent testi
mony, "I would sum up the residual 
military posture of the former Soviet 
Union as follows: It will have no capa
bility to directly threaten the United 
States and NATO with large-scale con
ventional military operations." 

That is what the man charged with 
directing the intelligence of the De
fense Intelligence Agency said in re
cent testimony. Yet, despite the assess
ment from our Nation's highest intel
ligence officers, the administration 
stakes out a defense number that is 
really still at cold war levels and the 
President appears before a joint session 
of the Congress and says, "This deep 
and no deeper.'' 

Meanwhile, across the Potomac in 
the Pentagon, the planners search the 
globe for plausible threats, and they 
come up with a list that would stretch 
the imagination by any calculations. 
The risk includes an Iraqi invasion of 
both Saudi Arabia and of Kuwait; a 
North Korean invasion of South Korea; 
or get this, a Russian attack on Lith
uania coming through Poland; and 
then, of course, a coup in Panama and 
one in the Philippines. 

Even if all of this required a U.S. 
military response unilaterally with no 

help from anyone, and that is a broad, 
long leap, the most demanding of these 
would require only a fraction of the 1.6 
million personnel base force. 

Mr. President, I think we should rec
ognize the consequences of going to 
any length to justify an inflexible mili
tary budget. 

If indeed we have gone as low as we 
can go, as the President seemed to tell 
the American people when he appeared 
before a joint session of Congress, then 
we are putting a very low ceiling on 
the kind of investment that we can 
make here in America. 

If the peace dividend is really as neg
ligible as that suggests, what the ad
ministration is telling us is that we are 
not going to have the kind of new roads 
and new schools that we need in this 
country to compete in the competition 
of the decade of the nineties; that we 
are not going to be able to repair and 
rebuild the infrastructure; that we are 
not going to realize the things that 
peace promises. 

We have a historic opportunity to 
convert peace to domestic gain. It will 
be a loss of historic provisions if we 
miss it. 

I think the Director of the Central 
Intelligence Agency, Mr. Gates, sound
ed an appropriately ominous note. He 
was speaking of our former adversary, 
the old Soviet Union, and he told the 
Senate this and I quote, "they"-talk
ing about the old Soviet Union-"can
not continue with the programs at any
thing like the levels they had before 
and make any headway at all on their 
economic reform." 

And he continued by saying, "I think 
that creates the conditions in which 
further reductions in the numbers of 
these weapons become very possible." 

That is what the Director of the 
Central Intelligence Agency said. He 
said that if our old adversary, the old 
Soviet Union continues to spend for 
the military at the levels that they 
were spending, they could not make 
any headway at all on developing their 
economy or economic reform. 

We ought to look at that ourselves 
and take a lesson from the Director of 
the Central Intelligence Agency for our 
own domestic purposes. He went ahead 
to say that their situation allowed us 
to cut back on the number of weapons 
that we were buying, producing, and 
reducing military spending. 

But what does this legislation we 
have before the Senate today do? It 
will allow a transfer from defense 
spending to domestic spending if the 
Senate wants to do that. It is not going 
to expand the size of the appropriated 
spending in the budget. It is not going 
to create more spending. The legisla
tion simply opens a pathway between 
defense and domestic spending, defense 
and domestic categories, and in doing 
so will allow this body to have a de
bate. We will have a debate and vote on 
how to invest our scarce fiscal re-

sources. We will talk about it, debate it 
here on the floor and vote on it: Do we 
want to put more money into B-2's? Or 
some will say, no, we want to put more 
money in schools and health care, in 
education. Then we will vote on it, and 
we will be bound by the majority vote. 
That is the way we do things in a de
mocracy. 

It does not mean that automatically 
military money is going to be spent for 
domestic purppses. The money can flow 
both ways if the body wishes to do it. 
We do not have to spend it at all. All of 
the defense reductions can be allocated 
to reducing the deficit if we wish to do 
so. We are simply opening a pathway of 
taking it out fairly. 

Second, this proposal does not alter 
defense spending at all. It merely al
lows us to maximize the use of defense 
savings-whether we are talking about 
$5 billion that the President himself 
proposes to slice off of military spend
ing or the $10 billion that the House 
has proposed or a level that we in the 
Senate would deem appropriate for 
military s:Pending. The measure is not 
a substitute for a military spending de
_bate in this body. It carries with it no 
specific policy requirements for our 
military budget. 

Mr. President, I note that the distin
guished Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON], has arrived on the floor. The 
Senator from Illinois has been a leader 
in this whole effort to try to take down 
the arbitrary barrier that segregates 
military spending from domestic dis
cretionary spending. He, as I recall, 
was the first to rise on this floor to 
state that this arbitrary barrier should 
be taken down. I should like to pay 
tribute at this time to his efforts in 
this endeavor in times past and to 
yield the floor to him if he would wish 
to speak at this particular time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Budget Committee for his generous 
words, and I applaud his leadership in 
this debate. 

I applaud the leadership of Senator 
SASSER not only on this but on other 
matters. At one point back some 
months ago, when I was on a radio pro
gram and they asked me who might be 
the candidates for President on the 
Democratic side, I said if Senator GoRE 
did not become a candidate, someone 
who would make a superb President of 
the United States is Senator SASSER of 
Tennessee. I believe that to this day. 
That is not likely to happen in the 
year 1992, but I have great respect for 
him. 

Mr. President, this is not a new 
thing, and I am amazed that there is 
opposition to the proposal of the Sen
ator from Tennessee. The night of the 
budget agreement-the Presiding Offi
cer probably was here, along with a 
majority of Members. It was about 
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11:30 or midnight. I offered an amend
ment to do away with the 60-percent 
wall, and I remember Senator BRADLEY 
and Senator BIDEN said they wanted to 
join as cosponsors. By voice vote this 
body unanimously said we should not 
have a 60-percent wall. Then in con
ference we got the message from the 
White House that if the elimination of 
the 60-percent wall stayed, the Presi
dent was going to veto the proposal, 
and it went out. 

I hope my colleagues will not reverse 
themselves now and say we have to 
have a firewall. 

What does it mean in practical terms 
to not have this firewall? First of all, 
does it add anything to the deficit? It 
adds not one penny to the deficit if we 
adopt the Sasser proposal, not one 
penny. What does it do? It permits us 
to deal with a little greater flexibility 
with the problems we face. 

Mr. President, when we are talking 
about the problems we face, let me 
point out that the President has called 
for a $50 billion cut in defense spend
ing. Now, a $50 billion cut ordinarily to 
most of us means you spend less 
money. What does it mean? This is the 
proposal by the administration for 
budget authority for defense in fiscal 
year 1993, $281 billion. Five years later, 
when we are at the end of this $50 bil
lion cut, what is the spending? $291 bil
lion. 

To me, that sounds like a $10 billion 
increase, not a $50 billion cut. In out
lays, $286 billion, fiscal year 1993; fiscal 
year 1997, $289 billion in outlays. That 
is not a cut. That is an increase. 

What the President does is he as
sumes the inflation rate and cuts back 
from what would be the inflation rate. 
We are playing games with the public. 

The reality is we could have a sub
stantial cut in defense spending and 
not impair the defense of this country 
one iota. 

Bill Colby, who headed the CIA under 
Richard Nixon and Gerald Ford-and 
my recollection is they were not Demo
crats-said we could cut defense spend
ing a real 50 percent in the next 5 years 
and still have the strongest defense of 
any country on the face of the Earth. 

I want a strong defense. I served 
overseas in the Army. I am proud to 
have served overseas in the Army. But 
we have to use a little common sense. 
We are spending this year, depending 
on whose figures you use, somewhere 
between $120 billion and $160 billion to 
protect Western Europe from an inva
sion by the Soviet Union. There is only 
one problem. There is not a Soviet 
Union anymore. 

We have to use a little common 
sense. We have a million Americans 
overseas right now, either in the 
Armed Forces or their dependents, or 
60,000 civilian employees and their de
pendents. What great threat would it 
be to the United States if we were to 
cut that in half, even if we kept every-

one in the Armed Forces or working for 
the Government and their dependents, 
and they spent this money in the Unit
ed States rather than in Japan or in 
Germany? We add to the employment. 
We would help the economy of this 
country. 

Right now in Eastern Europe there 
are some dramatic things happening. 
We ought to be responding more. And 
the administration, apparently, is fi
nally inching in the right direction, 
thanks to the courage of Senator SAM 
NUNN, our colleague, who has stood up, 
and has been joined by a few others 
who were just over there recently. And 
thanks also to the statement by former 
President Richard Nixon. I do not 
agree with Richard Nixon on quite a 
few things. But he said we cannot sim
ply stand by and let Eastern Europe 
just disintegrate and pretend it does 
not affect the economy of this country. 

We have needs at home. We know 
that the Head Start Program does 
great things for young people. Only 40 
percent of the young people who are el
igible for Head Start are getting help 
by Head Start. What if, instead of fol
lowing the President's recommenda
tion. and getting four more B-1 bomb
ers, for example, we were to shift that 
over to Head Start? Would the United 
States be richer or poorer as a Nation? 
I think the answer is clearly we would 
be richer. 

This next year, the budget calls for 
spending half a billion dollars, $500 mil
lion, for testing nuclear warheads. 
There is not another nation on the face 
of the Earth testing nuclear warheads. 
Why do we have to have more powerful, 
more accurate, nuclear warheads, when 
other nations are not moving in this 
direction? 

What if we took that $500 million and 
reduced half of that and used that to 
apply to the deficit, and used the other 
half to help American Indians on res
ervations where the schools are somis
erable? Would be a better Nation or a 
poorer Nation? We know the answer. 

We ought to be meeting needs in this 
country and abroad and stop playing 
these military games. 

Germany: Here is what is happening 
in Germany today. We have a large 
number of American troops stationed 
there. Why? To protect the western 
part of Germany and the rest of West
ern Europe from the Soviet Union. In 
what was eastern Germany, Germany 
is now paying the Russian governments 
for having Russian troops there. We are 
paying to have our troops there to pro
tect them, to protect Western Europe, 
from those Russian troops. 

If anybody can make any sense out of 
that, you know, you have a great 
imagination. This budget calls for a 30-
percent increase in star wars. Take a 
look at Newsweek magazine-! think it 
was last week-and it shows how there 
is just a massive waste of money on 
this. Can we not take a little bit of 

that money and apply it to education 
needs, health needs, housing needs in 
this country that will make this coun
try a better place? 

We ought to be reducing the deficit. I 
am joining the distinguished Presiding 
Officer, Senator SHELBY, in favoring a 
constitutional amendment requiring a 
balanced budget unless there is a GO
percent vote of Congress to the con
trary. I am pleased to tell you, Mr. 
President, we are going to vote on that 
sometime between now and the middle 
of June, and I believe we have for the 
first time the votes to pass that. It is 
going to be a great influence for this 
country. 

We can start getting interest rates 
down. The fastest growing item in the 
budget by far is interest. The gross in
terest expenditure in this country has 
grown from $74 billion in fiscal year 
1980 to, in the next fiscal year, accord
ing to the President's figures, $316 bil
lion. This next year, for the first time 
in the Nation's history, interest will be 
the No. 1 expenditure of the Federal 
Government. Nobody can tell me that 
makes any sense. 

We should not be devoting our re
sources to paying interest; not to buy
ing weapons that are not needed any
more; not to keeping people overseas 
who are not needed against a Soviet 
threat when there is not a Soviet 
threat anymore; but to doing construc
tive things. 

We have these pages down here who 
are going to be going to college pretty 
soon. If they were going to college 
under the old GI bill that the Presiding 
Officer and I can still remember, if you 
were to add the inflation factor of that 
GI bill, do you know what it would 
mean today? It would mean $8,100, on 
an average. Today, under the Pell 
grant, if you are poor enough-and the 
GI bill was there for anyone, no matter 
what your income was-but if you are 
impoverished enough, you may be able 
to get $2,400. Can we do better? Of 
course we can. We have to invest in our 
people. And that is what we are not 
doing. 

And the Sasser amendment would 
say if you have a majority in the House 
and the Senate, and it is not easy to 
get a majority in the House and the 
Senate, then you can shift from some 
of these things that just do not make 
sense at all anymore in today's world
we are stuck in a rut on our defense 
spending-shift it over, using some of 
it to reduce the deficit which we have 
to do, and using some of it to invest in 
our human resources. That just makes 
sense. 

I am pleased to be a cosponsor of the 
Sasser legislation. I hope when it 
comes to a cloture vote, I think it is ri
diculous that we have to have a cloture 
vote on it. But I hope when it comes to 
a cloture vote, we will have the votes 
for it. 

Let me just remind my colleagues 
again that on the night when we passed 



6748 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE March 25, 1992 
the budget agreement this body unani
mously voted for my amendment to get 
rid of that 60-percent wall. I cannot tell 
you whether the Senator from Mis
sissippi was here on the floor when 
that happened. I do not know whether 
the Senator from Iowa was here when 
it happened. But let me tell you, the 
large majority of people on both sides 
of the aisle voted for that, and I hope 
we do not reverse ourselves. I hope we 
use common sense and vote for its 
counterpart now, the Sasser legisla
tion. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Mississippi. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I want to 

speak on this bill, S. 2399, as intro
duced last night by Senator MITCHELL. 
I understand it is identical to S. 2250, 
which was introduced by Senator SAs
SER on February 25. 

Mr. President, what we have here is 
very interesting. It seems to me, that 
while perhaps the rules allow this, this 
is a subversion of the rules of proce
dure, of the committee process, of the 
budget agreement, and of the way we 
ought to conduct business around here. 

A couple of years ago, I was pleased 
to become a member of the Budget 
Committee. Now I think that the best 
thing we could do, perhaps, is to abol
ish the Budget Committee. The Budget 
Committee has not been meeting. Yet, 
we have this budget issue pending be
fore the full Senate. It is very interest
ing to me how this whole thing has 
been worked. I have been expecting 
each week that the committee will 
meet and we will talk about the budget 
for the next year and about this fire
walls issue. However, there have been 
no meetings. No meetings this week, 
last week, or the week be{ore that. 
Why? I can tell you why. Because the 
distinguished chairman could not get 
the votes. So, if you do not have the 
votes in the committee, you just go 
around the committee. You just make 
aU-turn and come at it another way. 

So now, not only has the Budget 
Committee been avoided or run over; 
the rules of the Senate have been used 
in such a way that we had, yesterday, 
2 legislative days. I still do not under
stand how you have 2 legislative days 
in 1 day. Maybe it is a Senate proce
dural technicality. If you want to go 
home and explain that to your con
stituents, go right ahead. 

And now we bring up here a proposal 
to knock down the firewalls between 
defense and domestic discretionary 
spending and avoid the budget agree
ment. In order to get to this debate, 
first, we had to just ignore the Budget 
Committee. Second, we had to have 2 
legislative days in 1. So, the committee 
process has been ignored, the rules are 
being abused, and the budget agree
ment is going to be abrogated. 

I want to say right up front that I 
thought the budget agreement of 1990 

was a bad idea. I said it in the commit
tee and here on the floor. I spoke 
against it, because it cut too much in 
defense, raised too many taxes, and al
lowed the deficit to continue to go 
right up. I never figured out how you 
do that. You get more money by reduc
ing defense, get more money by raising 
taxes on the working people, and yet 
the deficit still goes up. That was a 
beautiful agreement. 

Actually, I thought it was a sorry 
agreement. But since it became law
without my vote-1 have tried to honor 
it. I have not liked it. I am sure at 
times the President would have liked 
to change the priorities between the 
different categories, but he has submit
ted budgets within the walls that were 
agreed to. 

I admit publicly now that, without 
that agreement, the deficit would prob
ably be much higher. The Congress
the House and the Senate-all of us 
would have found a way to spend even 
more. We could have, perhaps, come up 
with a budget agreement this year that 
would have been, instead of $400 billion 
in the red, maybe $500 or $600 billion in 
the red. So, these firewalls are a little, 
bitty deterrent on the insatiable appe
tite of the Congress to spend more 
money. 

Now I want to go back to the Budget 
Committee a moment before I actually 
get to what is being attempted here. 
Why do we have committees if we are 
not going to use them? I expect to see 
members of the Budget Committee, 
Democrats and Republicans, rise on the 
floor to trash this process, because the 
Members clearly would not have agreed 
to this. I think it ·is a terrible subver
sion. I would not vote for this on the 
procedural question alone, let alone 
the substance. If there has ever been an 
indication or proof that we need to re
form the way the Senate runs, and also 
the Budget Act, this is the best one I 
have seen in a long time. 

As to what is being suggested here·, 
this is another effort to use defense as 
a piggy bank to pay for all of our other 
spending programs. Even the distin
guished Senator who is chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee, the Sen
ator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], in a let
ter to the chairman of the Budget Com
mittee, said that while perhaps we 
could cut defense as much as $85 billion 
over 5 years, we should not cut it fur
ther this year. Basically, we ought to 
go with the plan as it now exists. If we 
cut defense more this year, it is going 
to affect National Guard armories, Re
serve numbers, the numbers of troops 
we have, building programs, and the 
economy. So the very respected chair
man of the Armed Services Committee 
warned against doing just what this 
would allow to happen: Dipping into 
the piggy bank. 

I keep hearing that we do not need 
defense anymore. Utopia is here. It 
does not matter that the Soviets still 

have their very dangerous long-range 
missile warheads aimed at us. These 
warheads have not been taken down. If 
you do not think there are other dan
gerous characters around the world, 
you better check it out. 

This bill disrupts a very well
thought-out plan that the President 
submitted on the recommendations of 
the Secretary of Defense, Dick Cheney, 
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, 
Gen. Colin Powell. General Powell 
came before the Armed Services Com
mittee last week, and he said emphati
cally: "Don't cut it any more. It will 
affect our end strength. It will affect 
the ability that we need to preserve 
peace." He also warned about the 
human damage we are doing, the tech 
sergeants we are kicking out. I tell 
you, we should not go launching off 
into drastic defense cuts for budgetary 
reasons without considering what we 
are doing to the national security, the 
economy, and our men and women who 
have committed their lives to serving 
in the military. 

I have a chart here that I think 
points out exactly what we are launch
ing off into. After every major conflict 
we have had this century, Congress has 
gone crazy and devastated defense. See 
the drop in defense spending after 
World War II? Then what happens? 
Then we have this dramatic, sharp in
crease to try to fix the mess we have 
made, and it costs us even more in real 
dollars. Then it comes down and kind 
of levels out. And then again, after 
Vietnam, we cut it down, and to fix it 
in the 1980's, we had to build up to a 
peak. And now, look what is happening · 
again. This dark line is the actual line 
of spending, and the dotted line is the 
President's budget request. The Presi
dent's budget request is a planned, cau
tious, but systematic coming· down of 
our defense spending. 

We are going to get defense spending 
down to the level we had in 1979. It was 
one of the major issues in 1979. It was 
one of the two major issues, in my 
opinion, that elected Ronald Reagan 
President of the United States. We 
tend to forget that the American peo
ple felt we had disarmed, we were at 
risk. Yet, here we go again, cutting de
fense. Will we ever learn from history? 

We want to have more money to 
spend on our domestic discretionary 
problems. We all like them. I admit it, 
I ain guilty. We all have projects in our 
State, whether it is Ohio, Tennessee, 
Alabama, Mississippi, Wyoming-all of 
us. But there has to be some restraint. 
As bad as it was, the budget agreement 
was an agreement. It is a restraint to 
more spending on the domestic discre
tionary side and more cuts on the de
fense side. 

I want to make another point. Talk
ing about sleight of hand and cute ac
tions in the Senate-we went through 
it last week. In the previous 2 weeks, 
everybody knew there would be no tax 
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increase bill that would get through 
the process. Yet, we went through the 
motions. The House went through the 
motions; the President vetoed it, and it 
is going to be sustained, and then 
what? Everybody has gone on about 
their merry way. 

What are we going to do now? We are 
going to do one of these acts again. The 
distinguished chairman of the Budget 
Committee and the majority leader 
may get the votes here in the Senate. 

Maybe they can find the way to force 
the votes. Maybe they can get 51 votes 
or 60. They may have to have 60. Maybe 
that would have an impact on the 
House and maybe they would pass it. 
'rhen what? Do you think the President 
is going to buy this deal? No; he is 
going to veto it and we are going to 
sustain the veto. This bill will not be 
passed. This is just not going to hap
pen. 

If I have my way, we are never going 
to get a vote on the actual bill because 
this is such a subversion of the process. 
We ought to be ashamed that we are 
even doing this without going through 
the normal process and through the 
committee. 

Some may think this is good politics. 
Let me tell them, it is bad politics. I 
will tell them why. First of all, the 
American people are smarter than we 
are. They have it figured out. Every 
time we raise taxes or cut defense, that 
money disappears in the deep dark hole 
of Federal spending never to be seen or 
heard from again. They have got that 
figured out. · 

Also, they are frustrated and mad 
with all of us. They know what we are 
doing here, just fun and games. This is 
not going to happen. So why are we 
doing it? Boy, I hope my mother is not 
watching this. She would be saying, 
"What is it with you guys? You mean 
this is not going to happen, this is not 
going to become law? There is no way 
this is going to become law? No? Then 
why are you doing it? You are the Sen
ate, the world's greatest deliberative 
body," I say that with my tongue in 
cheek, let me tell you. 

We are going through this exercise, 
all this chitchat and all the votes, and 
there is no way it can happen. Mean
while crime is running rampant in this 
country, education needs help, and 
some of the same people advocating we 
go through this charade are saying we 
better do something about health care. 
Why are we not debating those issues 
and doing something more constructive 
instead of this? This is garbage. It is an 
embarrassment to the institution. 

Let me also take this opportunity to 
say that at some point this year I am 
going to offer another effort to make 
this budget process work with the 
Budget Process Reform Act which I re
cently introduced. The budget process 
does not work. The Budget Committee 
does not work. And, unfortunately, the 
Senate is not working because we are 
playing games. 

We had the original Budget Impound
ment Act in 1974. I voted for it because 
I thought there should be some dis
cipline. Then we had the Gramm-Rud
man-Hollings Act in 1985. It helped a 
little bit, and provided some discipline, 
but that is falling apart. Our budget 
process is a musclebound, toothless 
giant. I say fix it or abolish it, because 
it is an embarrassing joke. 

How should we fix it? We have a num
ber of Senators that have joined with 
me in cosponsoring these budget re
form proposals. There are, I believe, 122 
House Members that have joined in co
sponsoring this bill. I would like to en
courage my colleagues in the Senate on 
both sides of the aisle to seriously con
sider this bill. This is not intended to 
be partisan. This is not fun and games. 
This is an honest effort to find a way to 
make the budget process really work. 

Here is how it would work. First of 
all, we would budget first, and then 
spend second. No authorizations or ap
propriations would be considered until 
the budget is in place. But, the Budget 
Committee would have to act within a 
timeframe that would allow the au
thorization and the Appropriations 
Committee to go forward. That was the 
original intent, I thought. 

But what do we do when we miss 
deadlines? We just waive them, dismiss 
them, forget about them and go on 
about our business. 

Second, it would implement very di
rect one page, 19 function budget reso
lution. It would be joint rather than 
concurrent, and it would bring the 
President into the process before the 
last minute. We would deal with the 
macronumbers and not get into the 
line-item process. 

I think the President ought to be 
brought into the process earlier. 

Look, if we are going to embarrass 
ourselves and sink into the swamp, we 
ought to take the President with us, do 
not you agree, Republican and Demo
crat? 

However, I would hope that by bring
ing the President into the process ear
lier, maybe we could avoid going 
through the charade of a President 
sending up a budget resolution, which 
we similarly kick out in the street, 
kick it around a little bit more, and 
walk off and leave it. Then we come up 
with a budget resolution, usually late, 
that is quite often ignored by the ap
propriations process. We need to fix 
this, and we need to get the President 
working with us sooner. 

Third, it would give the President en
hanced rescission authority-which 
would give him the authority to send 
rescissions to the Congress, if the ap
proved spending caps were exceeded. 
We need to give the President more au
thority to cut out unnecessary, un
justified spending projects, through en
hanced rescission, through normal re
scission, or through a line-item veto. 

I heard the distinguished chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee talking 

about how the Congress has passed 
some rescissions. However, I remember 
that over the years most of the time 
when Presidents sent rescissions to the 
Congress, they were just ignored. 

I also think that we should have pay
as-you-go supplementals. We go 
through this every year. Presidents 
make mistakes, then they come up 
here and say gee whiz, we have under
funded FEMA, CCC, food stamps; we 
need supplemental. Congress says what 
do we need? We need a train to pull the 
other stuff through. We come up with a 
supplemental that adds more money to 
any justifiable program then you can 
possibly think of. And then we get a 
few other goodies on the train, and 
then next thing you know it is a 
multicar train. At the very least we 
ought to have to pay for those 
supplementals by cutting unnecessary 
spending elsewhere. 

So again, I would urge my colleagues 
to take a good look at this budget 
process reform proposal. Maybe you 
have other ideas that we could include. 
Let's make it work; put real teeth in 
the process. What we are seeing here 
today is clear evidence that the budget 
process does not work. We ought to fix 
it. 

We should also ignore this proposal 
that is pending before us now. We 
should not take down the fire walls. 
You can say the world has changed 
now, so we can cut defense a lot more, 
but as a member of the Armed Services 
Committee I am here to tell you that it 
is not so. 

I am also worried about where that 
money would go. If we cut more out of 
defense, the real freedom dividend be
longs to the people-not to our spend
ing programs. We ought to use it to cut 
the deficit. Leave that money in the 
people's pockets, and they will figure 
out how to spend it wisely and a lot 
better than us. We should not take it 
and spend it somewhere else when the 
people will probably never see the re
sults. 

I thank you, Mr. President, and I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA
HAM). Who yields time? 

The Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, what we 

are seeking to do here, as I said earlier, 
is simply, in view of changed cir
cumstances over the past 18 months, to 
allow the Senate of the United States 
to exercise its own judgment as to the 
allocation of resources, as to the allo
cation of various appropriations. Let 
the Senate of the United States, 
through its various committees and 
through debate here on the floor and 
through a majority vote, determine 
whether or not we wished to take mili
tary funds, reduce military spending 
and use those funds for domestic pur
poses. 

Do we wish to reject the construction 
of additional B-2 bombers and use 
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those funds to build roads or highways? 
Do we want to reject the construction 
of another aircraft carrier? We are the 
only power in the world that has a sig
nificant and meaningful aircraft car
rier force. Do we want to reject the 
construction of a new aircraft carrier 
and say that 12 or 14 aircraft carriers 
are enough, and use the funds, the bil
lions of dollars that will go into the 
construction of that aircraft carrier to 
provide for additional funding for edu
cation, perhaps additional funding for 
cancer research, perhaps additional 
funding for health care, perhaps addi
tional funding for child immunization? 

That is the only question that we are 
asking. 

Or perhaps we want to use the funds 
that are going to be used to build a new 
D-5 missile, a nuclear warhead missile 
with hard kill capability that can hit 
within just a very few feet of a target 
thousands of miles away. Do we want 
to take the money that would be spent 
for that missile, when we a,lready have 
a missile of almost identical capability 
constructed? Do we want to take the 
money for the D- 5 and perhaps use that 
for mass transit in some area? 

Those are the questions to be asked. 
Or do we take the funds from the D-5 
missile and use it for deficit reduction? 
I mean those are simply the options 
that we allow the U.S. Senate to exer
cise under the bill that I have advanced 
today. 

We are not saying that military 
spending is going to automatically be 
used for domestic spending. If the U.S. 
Senate wishes to do it, if my bill passes 
today, and some on the other side wish 
to do so, and if they have the votes to 
do it, and if they are convincing in de
bate with their colleagues, why they 
can take money away from domestic 
discretionary. They can take money 
out of the Women, Infants, and Chil
dren's Feeding Program if they want to 
and buy another D-5 missile under the 
legislation that I am advancing today. 
We simply take the wall down. That is 
all. 

Why, they can take money out of do
mestic discretionary spending. They 
can probably find they can cut edu
cation enough, they could cut health 
research enough, they could cut the 
highway program, and they could use 
those funds to build another aircraft 
carrier if they want to. If they do not 
think 12 or 14 aircraft carriers are 
enough, if they have the eloquence to 
convince the majority of our col
leagues in debate that we ought to re
duce domestic spending and build an
other aircraft carrier, under the legis
lation I am advancing today, they can 
do it. 

I am simply saying, let the U.S. Sen
ate exercise the judgment in this par
ticular area and alter the agreement, a 
minor modification, take down the 
wall between defense and domestic 
spending 1 day in advance, or 1 year in 

advance, so that we can exercise our 
discretion here. That is all I am saying. 

I am not saying that we are going to 
increase domestic discretionary spend
ing. I am not saying we are going tore
duce military spending. I am just say
ing take down the wall and let us make 
a decision. Let the elected representa
tives of the U.S. citizens here in the 
U.S. Senate make the decision about 
what is to be done with funds that fall 
in the so-called discretionary accounts 
that go to military spending and to do
mestic discretionary spending. 

Mr. President, I see the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM) 
on the floor. I know he has long been a 
proponent of taking down these arbi
trary walls, and has long been a pro
ponent of trying to meet some of the 
long neglected needs of our citizens 
that have accrued during the long 
years of the cold war. I would like to 
take this opportunity to yield the floor 
to him now, Mr. President, and see 
what he might add to this debate, 
which I suspect will be considerable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Ohio is recognized. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
thank my good friend and colleague 
from Tennessee, not only for his kind 
comments but for his distinguished 
leadership in this effort to bring down 
the wall so that more money can be 
made available for needed programs 
here in this country. 

I had an interesting experience before 
I came over to the Senate floor. I had 
lunch with a long-time friend of mine. 
This friend of mine does not have a col
lege education but he has given much 
of himself in the area of education. He 
has been president of the Cleveland 
School Board over a long period of 
years, a very difficult, challenging re
sponsibility. Subsequently, he was 
chairman of the board of regents for 
the State of Ohio for a number of years 
and I believe still is the vice chairman 
of that body. He has been on the board 
of trustees of Brandeis University. He 
looked across the luncheon table at me 
and said, "Why can't you do something 
about education in this country? Why 
can' t you use more of the dollars that 
are available for our children? Because 
we are falling behind." 

And that brought back to my mind 
the TV program that I saw early this 
morning indicating that in math and 
science, in one we are 14th among 15 
countries throughout the world, and in 
the other one we are 13th. We are not 
doing the job. And he wanted to know 
why we cannot do the job. 

I am a Member of the U.S. Senate. 
Why can I not do something about it? 
And when you try to explain to him: 
Well, there is a wall, a wall that was 
put up and we cannot get into those de
fense funds, notwithstanding the fact 
that the military risks in the world are 
totaly changed since the Soviet Union 
is no longer the Soviet Union. 

Senator SASSER's bill to modify the 
1990 budget agreement to permit the 
shifting of defense savings to domestic 
programs is a must. 

And I must say to you that I am so 
disturbed that apparently in a political 
vote I am advised that the overwhelm
ing majority of Members on the other 
side of the aisle are going to vote no. 
Why? Why? Politics? Some allegiance 
to the President? They do not believe 
that we can cut back on our defense 
spending to help needed programs in 
this country; that we can shift some of 
our resources? They are not aware of 
what is happening out there in the 
country, when people cannot find jobs, 
when people do not know where to 
look, when people who have been em
ployed over a period of a lifetime can
not find a job now, where people cannot 
get adequate health care and do not 
know what to do in order to pay the 
medical bill; people cannot send their 
children to programs that are available 
to some but not available to all? 

It is time that we recognize the need, 
the necessity, the obligation to shift 
some of these funds that we have been 
spending around the world for defense 
programs to the needs of this country. 

There is an understandable reason 
that the people of this country do not 
think much of their Congress, and 
maybe even a little bit less of their 
President, although I am not sure 
which one stands in lower esteem. 
They wonder what we are doing down 
here. 

We are playing games arguing wheth
er to take down the wall. What are you 
worrying about the wall for? Why do 
you not provide more money for edu
cation? Why do you not provide more 
money for health care? Why do you not 
do something about the homeless of 
this country? Why do you not do some
thing about the many other needed 
problems of this country? Oh, because 
there is a wall. And because some peo
ple on the other side of the aisle some
how think that this is a political issue, 
or maybe it is for the President, maybe 
this is something about the thousand 
points of darkness which the President 
called his thousand points of light. 

This bill is the first step in address
ing the new world environment. The 
world has changed dramatically since 
we enacted the 1990 budget agreement. 
The cold war has ended and the Soviet 
Union is no longer and never will be a 
military threat. 

The United States now stands alone 
as the world's military superpower and 
we do not have to spend $300 billion a 
year to defend our country. We can 
spend substantially less and do the job 
totally. 

What we need to do is restructure 
and revitalize our economy. While we 
stand strong as a military power, we 
are standing weaker and weaker as a 
domestic force. 

We must turn our attention to the 
needs of our citizens at home. We must 
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bring this country out of the ongoing 
recession, get America back on the 
road toward long-term economic 
growth, spend some of those dollars to 
rebuild the infrastructure of this coun
try that has been permitted to deterio
rate. 

Oh, I know there has been a slight 
upturn in the economy-very slight. It 
is mild. And new jobs are not being cre
ated, and more and more people are be
coming unemployed. 

The President has not done a thing to 
pull this country out of the recession. 
The President has no economic blue
print for this country. The President's 
1993 budget is full of the same tired, old 
ideas that Congress has rejected year 
after year, and rightfully so. 

The President's proposed defense cuts 
are but a trickle. They do not go far 
enough. The President proposes to cut 
defense spending an additional $6 bil
lion out of a $300 billion expenditure
$6 billion in 1992, and only $44 billion 
over the following 5 years, from 1993 to 
1997. 

Mr. President, there is a new world 
we are living in. Mr. President, there is 
a new America that is suffering. 

Numerous Members of Congress and 
defense experts have called for cuts of 
$100 to $150 billion over the next sev
eral years. Senator NUNN, chairman of 
the Senate Armed Services Committee, 
has recommended defense cuts of $85 
billion. Congressman ASPIN, chairman 
of the House Committee on Armed 
Services, has recommended defense 
cuts of $100 billion to $120 billion, more 
than double the amount the President 
proposed. And two defense experts with 
whom I side and identify, Bill Colby, 
former Director of the Central Intel
ligence Agency under President Nixon, 
and Paul Warnke, former head of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agen
cy, as part of a report for the Coalition 
for Democratic Values recommended 
that we cut our defense budget by half, 
meaning down to $150 billion in the 
fifth year, to bring it down so that by 
the fifth year the defense budget would 
be half the present amount. I support 
that position. 
It is clear we must adopt broader de

fense cuts than those proposed by the 
President. We need across-the-board 
cuts. The President has not gone far 
enough to cut the total number of our 
troops. The President's budget relies 
primarily on cuts in procurement and 
construction and barely touches per
sonnel levels. 

But we still have 1,886,000 active 
troops which the President only pro
poses to cut to 1,650,000 by 199~hardly 
scratching the surface, a couple of hun
dred thousand out of the total of al
most 1,900,000. And we still have an
other 2,138,000 reserves and civilian per
sonnel. And let us not underestimate 
the costs associated with those Re
serves and civilian personnel. 

I doff my hat to those men and 
women who have served and are serv-

ing in our military forces and our Re
serve forces. But their service is not 
the issue. The issue is whether or not 
we need as many men and women in 
the services as we have at the present 
time. 

We can and must reduce these num
bers substantially. Reducing our troop 
strength by 100,000 a year will save S140 
billion over 5 years. 

We still have 280,000 troops defending 
Europe. 

Mr. SASSER. Will the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio yield for a moment? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I certainly do. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator yields. 
Mr. SASSER. I notice the distin

guished Senator from Ohio is indicat
ing that at the present time we still 
are maintaining somewhere in the 
neighborhood of 280,000 U.S. troops in 
Europe. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. That is my un
derstanding. 

Mr. SASSER. I wonder if the distin
guished Senator from Ohio was aware 
of the fact that the Canadian Govern
ment is withdrawing all of their mili
tary forces from the Continent of Eu
rope? Our friends to the north, the Ca
nadians, have said, in view of the vast
ly changed world circumstances that 
have occurred with the collapse of the 
old Soviet Union and the evaporation 
of the old Soviet threat, they are going 
to withdraw all of their military forces 
from the NATO organization, bring 
them home from Europe, and bring 
them back to Canada. I was not sure 
my friend from Ohio was aware of that 
fact. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the Sen
ator from Tennessee, my good friend, 
for pointing that out to me. Indeed, I 
was not aware of that. But it only 
strengthens the reason for this country 
to bring back more and more troops, 
whether or not we go down to zero, 
whether we leave a token force there. 
With the means of transporting troops 
and material in these times, we cer
tainly do not need to maintain any
where near the force levels that we 
have there, and there is no secret about 
it. 

Not alone do we expend dollars from 
our Treasury when we do that, but also 
those dollars then go into the hands of 
the military, and their paychecks are 
expended in the European economy 
where they could much better be ex
pended in the American economy. 

Mr. SASSER. If the Senator will 
yield for just another moment, let me 
just say the Senator from Ohio is quite 
right about that. These United States 
tax dollars that are spent in Germany 
and in the United Kingdom, for exam
ple, are being used to purchase i terns 
from foreigners in those countries. 
These tax dollars could be spent right 
here in the United States to help lift 
our own people out of a recession. 

With regard to the case that the dis
tinguished Senator from Ohio makes 

about the expense of maintaining U.S. 
forces abroad, I might just add one of 
the concerns that I hear is that perhaps 
a reduction in the military budget 
would endanger local National Guard 
operations, for example. As the distin
guished Senator from Ohio has, I think 
obliquely, pointed out about the ex
pense of maintaining these troops 
abroad, if you brought them home and 
demobilized them, you could reduce 
the defense budget and still maintain 
the National Guard units at a very ro
bust level. 

So actually you are helping the Na
tional Guard and Reserve units when 
you bring the Active Forces home from 
abroad and the cost of maintaining 
them is cheaper and some of those 
funds can be then funneled to the local 
Reserve and Guard units, as the Sen
ator from Ohio was touching upon a 
momentago. · 

Mr. METZENBAUM. While the au
thor of the bill is on the floor, I wonder 
if he would be good enough to inform 
the Senator from Ohio, if he knows, 
what we expend in order to protect 
Korea each year? And what we spend in 
order to protect Southeast Asia? 

Mr. SASSER. I cannot provide those 
precise numbers off the top of my head. 
But, as the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio knows, we were expending well 
over-in the neighborhood of over $100 
billion to equip and sustain our mili
tary forces in Europe. At one time I 
think we were spending as much as $170 
billion out of our overall defense budg
et to maintain and equip our forces in 
Europe. 

As my friend from Ohio knows, we 
still have 40,000 United States troops in 
Korea, at a time when South Korea has 
a gross national product that is many, 
many times that of North Korea, the 
threat to them to the north, and at a 
time when the South Korean popu
lation is considerably larger than that 
of North Korea. 

I do not understand why the substan
tial burden of defending South Korea is 
carried by the taxpayers of the United 
States. Why can it not be carried by 
the taxpayers and citizens of the Re
public of South Korea? 

But I will shortly have the numbers 
and the answer to the question of the 
distinguished Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I very much ap
preciate the response of my friend from 
Tennessee. 

It helps to make the point that there 
are two aspects of this military spend
ing that we must address ourselves to, 
neither of which help the American 
people. 

We do not need to spend as much as 
we do on the military. That can be cut 
substantially. But the reality also is, 
in the second part of the equation, that 
too many of those dollars are being 
spent in Europe, in Korea, and in Japan 
defending Southeast Asia. 

If we did no cut the military budget 
$1, which no one would suggest and cer-
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tainly I would not, but if we did not cut 
it $1 and we expended the funds, used 
the same number of dollars and they 
were paid to American military person
nel and they were in this country, it 
would be an unbelievable boom to the 
American economy because you would 
be taking-! think the number is some
where around $40 billion in Korea and 
$50 billion in Japan, but I am not cer
tain to the number, but whatever the 
number and as the distinguished Sen
ator from Tennessee said, something 
like $170 billion in Europe, whatever 
the number-if those same dollars were 
spent in the American economy, think 
how many more loaves of bread, think 
how many more of everything-would 
be sold and those dollars would be 
turned over and over again in the 
American economy. 

How anybody, regardless of political 
point of view, can disagree with the ob
ligation to concern ourselves with the 
American economy at the present 
time, and there is something that can 
be done not 6 months from now, not 6 
years from now, not in some long 
plane, bringing the troops home from 
Southeast Asia and from Europe, 
whether we leave a token force in both 
places or not, but what a boom it 
would do for the American economy. 

If we cut the total amount of :dpend
ing, it certainly would make more 
money available, once the wall is down, 
in order to do so many needed things in 
America. I see my distinguished col
league from Tennessee on the floor. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I know 
of the longstanding interest and con
cern of the Senator from Ohio in the 
area of health care in this country and 
his concern about the cost of health 
care and the need to deliver quality, af
fordable health care to every citizen in 
this country. 

The figure of $170 billion to maintain 
the American military establishment 
in Europe is a ballpark figure. It is 
coming down some now. But if we had 
just half of that money, if we had $100 
billion to be spent to provide health 
care on a yearly basis for the people of 
this country, I say to my friend from 
Ohio that the American people, each 
and every one of them, would have the 
quality health care that I know he is so 
concerned about. 

I say that as a means of putting in 
perspective the cost of these military 
establishments. Just the cost of main
taining the military establishment in 
Europe in all likelihood would pay for 
well over half of the cost of a health 
care system for the people of this coun
try. We are dealing with extraordinary 
sums of money, and I simply wanted to 
make that illustration because I knew 
of my friend's long-term interest in the 
health care needs of this Nation. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I very much ap
preciate the comments of my good 
friend from Tennessee. We are talking 
about megabucks. We are talking 

about truly doing something about the 
economy. We are talking about doing 
something to make this Nation the 
kind of Nation it used to be. We have 
the power to do it, but for some politi
cal reason that I do not quite under
stand, we are having a battle as to 
whether we can even get this resolu
tion to the floor for a vote. That is 
what this whole debate is about: 
Should we bring debate to a close so a 
majority of the Senate can express its 
will? 

Last year, the Congress did pass a 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution urging 
the President to get the number of 
troops down to 100,000 by 1995. That did 
not go far enough. That was not nearly 
enough. But the President only plans 
to reduce our troop strength in Europe 
to 150,000 by 1995. Is it not understand
able that the ·American people cannot 
comprehend their own Government? Is 
it not understandable that the Amer
ican people think they ought to throw 
the President and the Congress out as 
well? 

There just is no need to spend $150 
billion a year defending Europe. We 
spend over half our defense budget on 
our forces in Europe while the Euro
pean Community is girding itself to
gether, to become stronger and strong
er and stronger so that they can take 
on the American domestic economy in 
confrontation. What an absurdity, and 
we are spending a far greater percent
age of our national expenditures, that 
is our expenditures at the Government 
level, for defense spending and for de
fending Europe than are the European 
countries expending themselves. 

Why do we not spend those funds 
here? What understandable argument 
can be made to leave so many men and 
women in the military in Europe and 
in Southeast Asia and in Korea? How 
can we possibly justify it? How can we 
explain it to our children? Every dollar 
we spend overseas is a dollar less than 
we have to spend on America, and if 
ever there were a time when this econ
omy needs a good push, a good extra 
jump, a jump-start, this is the way do 
it. Instead, the President would cut a 
let of programs that are needed by the 
American people. 

We must use defense cuts to invest in 
America, in American jobs, in Amer
ican children, in American families. We 
must start with the basics. We have an 
obligation to our children and to our 
grandchildren to invest in education. 
We must make sure that our children 
can read and write, and we must im
prove their math and science skills. 

The President's budget just does not 
pass muster in this area. The President 
proposes minimal increases in a few 
education programs and major reduc
tions in dozens of programs. The Presi
dent proposes to cut vocational edu
cation, adult education, and student 
loans, work study, and library assist
ance programs. Education programs 

are an investment in our future. We 
should be increasing education, not 
cutting it. 

We must also provide adequate job 
training and jobs to our workers. The 
President's budget provides almost no 
additional funds to retain displaced 
workers. 

In 1990, Congress appropriated $150 
million to retain displaced defense 
workers and $50 million to help com
munities affected by defense cuts. 

Listen to this. Of the $150 million and 
the $50 million so far, the administra
tion has only spent $10 million of that 
money. Does not the President and the 
administration recognize the problem 
of displaced defense workers and the 
communities affected by shutdowns in 
defense industries? Why does the Presi
dent not use the funds to help Ameri
cans who have lost their jobs? 

The President's budget also falls 
short in the area of job creation and 
job training. The President proposes a 
minuscule 2.6-percent increase in job 
training programs. That is almost as if 
it is nothing, 2.6 percent. At the same 
time, the President eliminates job 
training block grants and funds for 
summer youth employment. You can
not turn the TV on without hearing 
about the problems of our young people 
in the cities of this country, and does 
somebody think at the White House 
that that problem is going to be ame
liorated, helped in some way by elimi
nating funds for summer youth em
ployment? Will not it be counter
productive? The President cuts the 
highly effective Job Corps by $50 mil
lion and the older workers employment 
program by another $50 million. 

The President is moving us in ex
actly the wrong direction, and there 
are those on the opposite side of the 
aisle who are going to refuse to make 
it possible to bring this entire debate 
to a close so that we can vote on 
whether or not we want to take down 
this wall between defense spending and 
domestic spending. 

We need so much in the domestic 
area. We need job training. We need to 
create jobs by rebuilding our roads and 
bridges. We need to clean up our envi
ronment. We need to restructure our 
health care system. We need to build 
affordable housing. We must keep our 
streets safe. 

There is no shortage of things that 
we need in our country. But as long as 
we are spending as much as we are in 
the defense area, it is not going to be 
possible. As long as that arbitrary wall 
is there being protected by the Presi
dent and my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle so that we cannot 
bring this issue to a vote, we are not 
going to be able to do the job we are 
obligated to do. 

The task before us is clear. We must 
use this unique moment in history to 
restructure our country. Our economy 
is in trouble, deep trouble. We had neg-
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ative economic growth in 1991. Unem
ployment remains unacceptably high 
at 7 percent. American workers are 
earning less now than a decade ago. 
Families are working harder but earn
ing less. We need long-term invest
ments to get America back on track. 
We need more of those defense dollars 
being spent in the American economy. 
If we can lead the world in missile pro
duction, we can lead the world in eco
nomic production. 

I strongly support the Sasser bill. I 
strongly urge my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle to join with us in 
cutting off debate so that we can vote 
up or down on the Sasser bill. That is 
the only way we can modify the 1990 
budget agreement to reflect the 
changed world environment. This bill 
enables us to redirect our spending. I 
hope that we will not be precluded 
fro.m bringing debate to a close so that 
51 Members of this body may vote to 
bring down the wall. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab
sence of a quorum having been sug
gested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, a mo
ment ago our distinguished colleague, 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. METZEN
BAUM] asked me a question as to the 
cost of maintaining the United States 
troop level in South Korea and also 
questions about the costs of projecting 
naval power in the Pacific region, and 
we have some preliminary figures. 
They are not conclusive, but this is 
what we concluded on fairly brief 
research.· 

According to the publication of the 
Brookings Institution entitled "Deci
sions for Defense 1991," for the defense 
of South Korea, to maintain our troop 
level and some air cover capability, we 
were expending $19 billion a year. In
teresting that we would be spending al
most $20 billion a year to defend South 
Korea when South Korean shipyards 
have literally driven United States 
shipbuilding out of business and when 
we are competing vigorously across the 
world with Korea for various inter
national markets and at a time when 
South Korea's economy is booming, 
South Korea's economy is expanding 
by almost a geometric ratio. It is a 
country with a population considerably 
larger than that of North Korea, its 
principal adversary; yet somehow the 
taxpayers of this country are still 
called upon to spend $19 billion a year 
to defend the people of South Korea. 

I sometimes wonder how it would be 
if the shoe were on the other foot. If 
our neighbors to the north or the 

south, the Canadians or the Mexicans, come crashing down on the 3 percent of 
were threatening us, I wonder if we the counties in the country that would 
could call upon the South Koreans to be most adversely affected. 
expand $19 billion in defense of the se- Finally, as I mentioned earlier, dis
curity interests of the United States. mantling the wall between military 
An interesting question. I do not know spending and domestic spending 12 
the answer. months ahead of schedule-bear in 

In addition, we expend, according to mind that is all we are asking here
the same Brookings publication, $15 within 12 months this wall comes down 
billion a year to keep open the Pacific by operation of law because the budget 
sealanes to South Korea, to supply our enforcement agreement said the walls 
troops in that area, and generally to between military and domestic spend
project American naval power into the ing expired at the end of 3 years. But 
Pacific area and specifically into the by taking down that wall 12 months 
country of Korea. So we are spending earlier, we will free resources that I 
about 34 billion in 1991 dollars of the think are badly needed as we are fight
United States taxpayers to maintain a ing this recession. We are struggling 
military establishment in Korea, and mightily to come out of the worst and 
to maintain a naval presence that will longest recession-! will not say the 
keep the sealanes open to Korea. worst, I think that would be a mistake, 

Mr. President, I think the bill that is but the longest recession-in duration 
before the Senate today is vital if we that we have seen since the 1930's. It 
are to pursue a rational, well-conceived has stretched out to now 19 months. 
economic conversion program. There is Bear in mind that this long 19-month 
no question that there are going to be recession was preceded by 12 months of 
some communities hard hit by the clo- virtually flat economic growth, no sig
sure of military bases and by military nificant economic growth now for al
cutbacks. The Office of Technology As- most 3 years in this economy, and it is 
sessment has done a very thorough stretching on out. 
and, I might say, very authoritative Well, if the wall comes down some of 
study of what will occur across this these resources that are now going into 
country as we move into an era of de- military spending could be used to 
creased military spending, what effect combat the recession right here at 
this will have on local communities. home. 

We find, in reading the report of the Let me just offer an example of the 
Office of Technology Assessment, that kind of job creation we could expect 
approximately 3 percent of the coun- when the wall comes down that seals 
ties in the United States are to some · off and safeguards the military spend
extent significantly dependent on mili- ing. Whether you are talking about the 
tary spending, and this 3 percent of the President's number for military spend
counties will suffer some economic dis- ing that he advanced, the proposal ad
location and economic distress. vanced in the House budget, or some 

In view of that, I think it is abso- level in between the House number, 
lutely essential that we engage in some which I think cut outlays at about $10 
mode of converting, in productive way, billion, and that advanced by the Presi
these facilities for military production dent, which cuts outlays for fiscal year 
into peaceful and productive economic 1993 at about a level of $5.5 billion, but 
strength. I think we need to have funds the funds, if you take the wall down, 
to finance ways to ease that transition. can be used whether it is the $5 billion 

One of the ways some of these mili- or the $10 billion, or anti-recessionary 
tary funds could be used, if the wall be- investments if the U.S. Senate chooses 
tween military spending and domestic to do that. 
spending were taken down, is that we Let us say that the Senate chose to 
could use some of these funds for the use the funds out of military spending 
very difficult process of conversion to keep all of the programs in the do
from military spending to economic mestic spending category fully funded 
civil production. at the 1992 current services level. That 

For example, the funds could be used will take $6.4 billion to bring the 1993 
for assistance in economic develop- domestic discretionary spending up to 
ment in those areas where military the 1992level. 
bases are closing or where a military Why is that the case? Because the act 
weapons facility is being phased out or of inflation, just as Social Security 
phased down. The funds could be used beneficiaries get a cost-of-living ad
to convert people by way of job train- justment every year so that their pur
ing, to be used for veterans benefits for chasing power will remain stable, if 
those who are being discharged from these domestic programs are increased 
the military, could be used to aid to what the budgeteers call baseline, if 
schools and for educational purposes, they are not given a cost-of-living in
particularly in those areas that would crease, they will lose $6.4 billion in real 
be hardest hit. purchasing power. 

But with this wall up separating Let us say we took the military 
military spending and domestic spend- spending and just keep the programs 
ing, there is going to be little or no level at purchasing power. What would 
Federal funds available to cushion the that do? According to the Congres
impact of these military cuts as they sional Budget Office, this carries the 
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potential to create 400,000 more jobs 
than the President's budget would 
produce. Specifically, 100,000 more jobs 
could be created through additional 
highway spending, 100,000 more people 
could be put to work in the highway 
program, and that money would diffuse 
out throughout almost every commu
nity in this country. 

The distinguished Presiding Officer, 
who was a very able and effective Gov
ernor of the State of Florida-! think 
that is widely noted and has been noted 
in many journals of the period when he 
was presiding over the executive 
branch as the Governor of Florida-has 
called to my attention the ability of 
highway spending to increase jobs. 
And, more specifically, he called my 
attention to the fact that rebuilding 
and repairing highway infrastructure 
generally creates more jobs than new 
capital investment, something that I 
was not aware of. But we could put 
these funds back to State highway 
maintenance, rebuilding of the roads 
and bridges, and create literally tens of 
thousands of jobs. 

Twenty-four thousand five hundred 
more jobs would result if we kept mass 
transit spending at current services 
level. How could that be? The mass 
transit systems could be purchasing 
more buses, more vehicles to move peo
ple, and that creates more jobs in those 
areas. They would not have to lay off 
bus dri vera and motormen and that 
sort of thing which, undoubtedly, is 
going to occur if there is a reduction in 
the purchasing power of the mass tran
sit systems all across the country. 

Six thousand more jobs could be cre
ated with airport improvements if 
funding for airports were kept at a cur
rent services level. I do not need to tell 
air travelers of the necessity of at least 
keeping airport funding at a current 
services level. Airports are congested 
now. They are overworked, over
utilized, overcrowded and people need 
to be working in the rehabilitation, in 
the maintenance of those airports, and 
also in assisting that they be used in a 
more efficient and expeditious way. 

In the field of low-income HUD hous
ing, if there is not a need there, I do 
not know where in the world we will 
find it. You cannot go into a major city 
in this country without being con
fronted by the homeless all around 
you. 

Mr. President, every evening when I 
drive home, I pass by the State Depart
ment building. And right across the 
street from the State Department in a 
little city park, there are about 10 to 12 
homeless men who have made this 
their home. You see them there 
through winter and summer. They have 
been living there so long that they 
have tramped down the grass in the 
park. 

It is just a little dusty area; some of 
the little ornamental shrubs that have 
been planted there are dying out. If 

you go by there late at night in the 
winter, you see homeless men huddled 
in blankets, here in the Nation's cap
ital, right across from the State De
partment, right across from the build
ing to which ambassadors of other na
tions arrive to present their creden
tials as ambassadors from their nation 
to the United States; right across from 
the building where foreign ministers of 
other nations come to visit; right 
across from the State Department 
building where foreign dignitaries from 
all across the world come. What must 
they think about the priorities of the 
United States of America when they 
see just before pulling in to the State 
Department, this public area, filled 
with desperate, homeless men? 

Well, we could create 86,000 more jobs 
in the area of low-income housing, in 
rural housing, in community develop
ment block grants, if we just kept the 
funding in these particular budget 
areas at current services level, just 
safeguarding their purchasing power. 
That could be done by simply taking 
some of the cuts the President himself 
makes in military spending and trans
ferring it over to domestic discre
tionary spending, if this body chose to 
do that. 

In short, taking down this wall 
means more jobs. It means more jobs in 
this recessionary economy. 

(Mr. SANFORD assumed the chair.) 
Mr. SASSER. We hear a lot of talk 

from the President, the administra
tion, and even some of my good friends 
from the other side of the aisle-jobs, 
jobs, jobs. The President said his trip 
to Japan was all about jobs, creating 
jobs for the American people. Well, I do 
not know of any jobs that were created 
from that trip, but he can create jobs 
now by assisting us in hiring in our ef
fort to lower these walls to take down 
this barrier between defense spending, 
military spending, and domestic 
spending. 

Taking down this wall would mean 
sustaining other critical investments, 
most notably in the area of health 
care. Here are some of the possible ef
fects of allowing transfer from military 
spending in order to maintain a 1992 
current services level in the health 
care area. Bear in mind that I am not 
saying if we take down these walls, 
these funds will be transferred. 

If this body chooses to do so, all of 
the funds can be allocated to deficit re
duction. If this body chooses to do so, 
and if they choose to take a cut in 
military spending similar to what the 
House of Representatives has advo
cated, we could fund all of these domes
tic discretionary programs at the cur
rent services level and still use 4 or 5 
billion dollars and allocate that to def
icit reduction. 

But if we fund it, the health care 
areas, just at current services levels, 
just to keep them level with inflation, 
we find that 850,000 more low-income 

women can receive primary and pre
natal care. The statistics tell us, and 
the experts in the field tell us, that for 
every dollar spent in primary and pre
natal care, it comes back a hundredfold 
in medical care that must be advanced, 
if you have a premature baby, or a mal
nourished child that is born with defec
tive intelligence. 

If these programs were funded at cur
rent services levels in the veterans 
health care area, more than 110,000 in
patient hospital stays could be facili
tated and handled; 2.4 million more 
outpatient visits could be facilitated 
by the veterans hospitals, if they were 
just funded at current services level. 

What about women and infants and 
children? I see my distinguished friend 
from South Carolina on the floor, and I 
know that the Senators from South 
Carolina are concerned about the WIC 
Program. If we could just fund the WIC 
Program at current services levels, we 
would not have to cut 200,000 recipients 
off of the WIC Program, which I am 
told will occur if that program sustains 
a cut below current services. 

What about health research, cancer 
research, diabetes research? That is 
something I am very concerned about. 
I have a little niece, 9 years old, who 
was diagnosed as a diabetic, and that 
beautiful little girl, every morning, has 
to get up and give herself a shot. What 
about diabetes research? We are on the 
verge of curing that. 

What about AIDS research? If we 
could fund the National Institutes of 
Health biomedical research just at cur
rent services level, $391 million dollars 
would be made available for these pro
grams. Perhaps with 5, or 10, or 20 mil
lion dollars more in diabetes research
we are right on the edge of finding a 
cure or a way to deal with that-that 
cure could be found in the next year or 
two. 

We are a society plagued by drug 
abuse, alcohol abuse, a society that has 
a serious problem with the mental 
health administration. If we could fund 
the mental health administration at a 
current services level, $166 million dol
lars more would be available for the 
treatment of drug abuse and for alco
hol abuse among our citizenry. 

In other areas, 37,000 additional Head 
Start slots-who among us does not 
think Head Start is a worthwhile pro
gram-where we take these children 
from disadvantaged areas, get them 
into a kindergarten or an educational 
system a year or two early. Who among 
us does not believe that is a worth
while program? And 37,000 additional 
Head Start slots could be created, if 
Head Start could be funded just at a 
current services level. 

And $459 million more could be pro
vided for law enforcement, for criminal 
justice, for judicial activities; $250 mil
lion more for the National Science 
Foundation programs; $417 million 
more for energy programs. 
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I know of the concern of the distin

guished Senator from Louisiana and 
his interest in energy production, en
ergy conservation, in developing a 
meaningful energy program for the 
United States of America, and I ap
plaud his efforts in that regard. But 
the distinguished chairman of the En
ergy Committee, if we could simply 
fund the energy function at current 
services levels, it would have a signifi
cant amount more to deal with the en
ergy problems of this country; $417 mil
lion is serious money, even by Wash
ington standards. 

Yes, if we adhere to the caps of the 
budget summit agreement, the Budget 
Enforcement Act, we will have a short
fall of $6.7 billion in the funding for the 
domestic priorities of the American 
people in 1993. 

That single budgetary fact above all 
others should make it clear to every 
Member of this body under the present 
arrangement, the $6.7 billion shortfall 
ought to be addressed. 

It could be made up partially through 
cuts or savings in military spending. 
We could even use the modest $5 billion 
in military savings that the President 
himself proposes just to fund these 
badly needed domestic programs in a 
time of great economic distress as we 
try to pull ourselves up by our boot
straps out of this recession. 

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen
ator from Louisiana is on the floor. My 
friend from Louisiana has many re
sponsibilities in this body. He is one of 
the senior Senators by way of service 
and by way of experience and knowl
edge in this body. 

The distinguished Senator from Lou
isiana is a chairman of a very impor
tant Senate Committee on Energy, a 
committee that has responsibility for 
developing the energy resources of this 
country, that has the responsibility of 
trying to fashion a program to make 
the United States energy independent 
while at the same time using its energy 
in an environmentally safe way. 

But equally as important, he is the 
chairman of the Appropriations Sub
committee on Energy and Water and 
many very important and critical 
projects fall within the purview of that 
Appropriations Subcommittee for 
funding. 

So I would like now to yield to my 
friend from Louisiana, Senator JoHN
STON, for any comments he might wish 
to make about this effort to eliminate 
this arbitrary wall between military 
spending and domestic discretionary 
spending. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
thank my distinguished colleague from 
Tennessee, the chairman of the Budget 
Committee. I especially thank him for 
his kind comments. 

Mr. President, I wonder if Senators 
really understand what this tearing 
down the firewall legislation is. If they 
understand it, they will be for it, at 
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least in overwhelming numbers, I am 
convinced of that. I think really it is 
misunderstood, and the reason I say it 
is misunderstood is that I heard the ar
guments, pro and con, in the Demo
cratic caucus yesterday and I think 
they did not understand what we are 
facing. 

What we are facing, Mr. President, is 
a budget agreement put together a cou
ple years ago when the cold war was 
still going on, when dollars were 
scarce, and we were still meeting the 
challenge of a military arrayed against 
the Warsaw Pact where the danger of 
an attack from the Soviet Union, the 
Warsaw Pact was still very real indeed. 

At that time, Mr. President, the part 
of the budget called discretionary do
mestic spending, that is, that discre
tionary part into which the life of 
America is put-everything from food 
for children to, indeed, energy pro
grams, to historic preservation, to 
highways, to education, to all of those 
fundamental things are in this pot 
called domestic discretionary, called 
domestic discretionary because the 
Congress can, in fact, control them. 

But because of scarce dollars, Mr. 
President, the first year domestic dis
cretionary was taken care of, but in 
the 2 outyears, the spending on domes
tic discretionary went down so that in 
the coming budget year we face not a 
standstill, not a freeze, but a cut back 
of some $6.7 billion from today's spend
ing levels in real dollars, an actual cut
back, a retrenchment in those budgets 
which we now have. 

Mr. President, I have a steady 
stream, as other Senators do, of visit
ing firemen who come into my office. 
Yesterday, there was a group from New 
Orleans that were pointing out the im
portance of historical preservation and 
pointing out that they wanted it in
creased. I said "Don't you understand? 
Nobody can be increased unless we get 
the firewalls taken down because ev
erybody has to be decreased." The 
present budget agreement calls for a 
decrease, some $6.7 billion, or if you 
use the President's budget, the Presi
dent would cut some $8.4 billion in 
budget authority. 

Mr. Speaker, we are talking about a 
decrease of from $6.7 billion using the 
CBO figures or $8.4 billion using the 
President's figures. 

That is the central point of this de
bate, that the domestic discretionary 
pot, that pot of spending to which all 
Senators rally at budget time, you 
know help this program, help that. Will 
you not help us get flood control in the 
case of my Energy Committee on en
ergy and water? Will you not help us 
get the superconducting super collider? 

And I am for that, and my Texas 
friends are especially strong for the 
superconducting super collider. 

But, Mr. President, if we are going to 
have a budget cut, how do you fund 
anything? You do not. 

What Senator SASSER and what I and 
the other coauthors of breaking down 
the firewalls are trying to do is not in
crease domestic spending but at least 
bring it up to where it is now, at least 
put it where it is now, Mr. President. 
We are not talking about some new 
educational initiative. We are not talk
ing about some new highway proposal 
or some new set of nutrition programs 
for kids or for nursing mothers. We are 
talking about not cutting back on 
those programs. It is just as simple as 
that Mr. President. 

Now, Mr. President, since that budg
et agreement was put together, the So
viet Union is no more, the Warsaw 
Pact is no more. I was in East Germany 
in December and the former East Ger
man soldiers who were one of the main
stays of the Warsaw Pact have now 
joined the bundesstaat and their gen
eral tells me they are some of the best 
soldiers in the old German tradition
they saluted and for their country. You 
know our country is dead. God save our 
country even though it has changed 
and they are good solid members of the 
West now. They want to join NATO. I 
have been to Czechoslovakia recently 
and Hungary and these other Eastern 
bloc countries which were the Warsaw 
Pact. 

Mr. President, they are on our side 
now. Boris Yeltsin in the United Na
tions referred to the United States as 
our allies, and yet this budget agree
ment which is so sacred that nobody 
wants to break was put together when 
the Soviet Union was the Soviet Union 
plus the Warsaw Pact arrayed against 
us, and we had to have 10 divisions in 10 
days to be able to fight them. 

To say that circumstances have 
changed is to put it mildly. There has 
never been a period in history of a 
shorter time in which things have 
changed so fundamentally, so diamet
rically, so overwhelmingly with just 
breathtaking speed. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Louisiana yield for a 
question? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I will, indeed. 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I find 

the Senator from Louisiana's logic as 
always very persuasive and he was 
stating a moment ago quite accurately 
that this budget agreement was put to
gether at a time when the Soviet mili
tary capability was intact and at a 
time when the Soviet Union did rep
resent-a! though a diminished threat
they had considerable military capabil
ity which has now evaporated. 

I, for one, was not aware that the sol
diers of the old East German army, 
part of the Warsaw Pact, are now join
ing the army of the old West Germany. 
These soldiers are now being integrated 
into NATO and want to fight with us. 

But my question is this: I wonder if 
my friend from Louisiana was aware of 
the fact that this budget summit 
agreement was negotiated in the fall of 
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1990 when the United States of America 
was deploying very large forces in the 
Middle East, in Saudi Arabia, in prepa
ration for doing battle and going to 
war with a nation which at that time 
had one of the largest and was thought 
to have one of the most competent and 
effective military establishments in 
the world? 

If memory serves me correctly, they 
had at that time the world's fourth 
largest Army and Air Force. I was just 
wondering if my friend from Louisiana 
was aware of the fact that that also 
was an element in setting out the num
bers for military spending in this budg
et summit agreement. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I am aware. That is 
another point. It is history that has 
taken place with such breathtaking 
speed. The question is no longer wheth
er we should cut defense. The question 
is whether we should cut defense as 
much as the President says, which as I 
recall is about $5 billion this year, or 
whether we should cut a greater 
amount. 

But, Mr. President, if we could just 
take the President's cut in defense and 
keep that from eroding domestic 
spending, domestic discretionary-in 
other words, keep domestic discre
tionary level-then we would be much 
closer to serve the needs of the people 
of this country. 

Mr. President, on Sunday, on "This 
Week" with David Brinkley, I heard 
one of the best discourses on the econ
omy I have heard in a long time by 
Felix Rohatyn, the distinguished fin
ancier. He had three or four points; the 
other three or four I could go into, but 
they are not particularly relevant at 
this point. 

But he said, point No. 1, what he 
thought this country ought to do is to 
have $1 trillion committed to restoring 
the infrastructure in this country over. 
the next 10 years-$1 trillion. This is 
$100 billion a year. Now, what the 
break-the-firewall legislation says is 
do not spend $1 trillion dollars, but let 
us not take away this year $6 to $8 bil
lion of what we have. 

I mean, here we are, Mr. President, in 
a recession, a deep recession, and ye_t 
we would be taking away from those 
job-creating activities of Government 
like highways or like building naviga
tion or flood control projects-! come 
back to navigation and flood control 
because they happen to be in my sub
committee-or great science projects 
like the superconducting super 
collider, or everything from the WIC 
Program, nutrition programs, to edu
cation initiatives; all of these things, 
Mr. President, which are central. 

And here we are; we have a recession, 
and the economists say if you are going 
to spend for a recession, then try to do 
it for something nonrecurring. In other 
words, do not pout some tax program 
on that is going to be a permanent drag 
on the economy if what you want is an 

immediate flush for the economy. They 
say do something that will give you a 
permanent good that comes from that 
spending. That fits the kind of spend
ing we are talking about to maintain 
domestic discretionary programs. But 
if we do not breach the firewalls, we 
are going to have to fire people on ex
isting domestic discretionary pro
grams. 

If we can just get that point across to 
Senators. I wonder if my friend from 
South Carolina understands that. Does 
the Senator from South Carolina un
derstand that if we do not breach the 
firewalls, that we are going to have a 
fire people and cut existing programs? 
Will my friend from South Carolina 
agree with me on that? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 
there is no question, I think there 
probably will have to be some dis
charged. The Government is too big 
and some should be discharged. 

Right now, we plan to cut defense, 
but I think we have to do it orderly. 
And I think the chairman of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, Senator 
NUNN, takes the same position I do, 
which is we ought to carry out the plan 
and start next year with cutting de
fense according to the plans agreed on 
by the Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
wonder if my friend from South Caro
lina would have any objection if we ac
cepted the , recommendation. of the 
President, which I think is a $5-billion 
cut in defense. 

Mr. SASSER. I say to my friend from 
Louisiana, I think it is $5.5 billion, the 
President's cuts, using OMB calcula
tions. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. If we say we took 
that $5.5 billion and used it just to 
keep domestic discretionary programs 
at their present levels, I wonder if my 
friend from South Carolina would have 
any objection. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
could not agree with that. I think the 
plan that is worked out by the Budget 
Committee and has been agreed to 
should be adhered to, and I think we 
make a great mistake in changing 
that. And you are going to turn a lot of 
men and women in uniform out on the 
streets. 

This thing has got to be done gradu
ally and propelly, and that is the way 
the Armed Services Committee is try
ing to work it. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I tell 
my friend from South Carolina, the 
firewall legislation is not about cutting 
defense more; rather, it is whether you 
can take that spending for defense and 
move it to anything else, or whether 
those cuts, in the case· of the Presi
dent's recommendation, $5.5 billion, 
whether you have to use that to either 
cut taxes or to reduce the deficit. That 
is really what this is about. 

That resolution says that that $5.5 
billion in the case of the President's 

recommendation, or a greater amount, 
whatever the will is of the Senate-and 
the Senate is going to work its will on 
cuts in defense without respect to fire
walls. I mean, if we cannot breach the 
firewalls, Senators are not going to 
vote willy-nilly for additional defense 
expenditures just because the agree
ment is there. The agreement we are 
trying to breach the firewall of does 
not require us to spend anything on de
fense. It simply puts a limit on defense 
and says we cannot use any of that sav
ings, whatever it may be, for any other 
purpose. 

Now, that is what this is about, Mr. 
President. We are trying to save jobs 
and we are trying to save programs
existing jobs and existing programs
by preventing what would be a reduc
tion in those programs under the 
present budget agreement. Now, that is 
the fundamental fact which Senators 
do not seem to understand. 

I wonder if my friend from South 
Carolina understands that this budget 
resolution requires a cut in domestic 
spending. 

I see my friend, the distinguished 
former chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Budget Committee. Am 
I correct on that? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Well, Mr. President, 
I really do not want to take much time 
because my friend from South Carolina 
has been trying to get the floor, and I 
want him to speak. But let me suggest 
to my good friend-and I serve with 
him on Appropriations-that in the 
first 2 years of this agreement domes
tic discretionary spending went up, and 
I will give you the percentages; very, 
very, big increases, in percentage 
terms. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. In real dollars? 
Mr. DOMENICI. They just floated 

away into who knows where. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. In real dollars? 
Mr. DOMENICI. In real dollars, per

centage increases, year over year; very 
large increases. In fact, that was the 
price to pay for getting agreement, I 
say to my friend from Louisiana. The 
discretionary appropriations in 1991 
and 1992 had to go up, and go up sub
stantially. 

Now, the real issue today has to do 
with whether or not, about a year and 
a half after you make an agreement, 
that you all of a sudden have this new 
giant need for domestic spending. It is 
not that defense had anything to do 
with this agreement. This agreement 
was made on all the discretionary ac
counts with full knowledge of what 
each account was going to get in order 
to get some real savings and real dis
cipline into the budget. There was the 
new line for domestic discretionary 
spending. 

Some say we should use defense cuts 
to fund domestic spending. That argu
ment has nothing to do with what hap
pened in the Soviet Union. It so hap
pens that we might be able to cut de-
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fense more than we thought. The 
agreement says you can cut all you 
want from defense. If you all want to 
cut much more than the President, cut 
it. But the agreement says you have al
ready agreed on domestic spending. 
You agreed a year and a half ago on 
that. And that new savings should go 
in defense. New savings should go to 
the deficit. That is really the issue. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, of 
course, we agreed 2 years ago, when 
circumstances were different, we 
agreed 2 years ago to cut domestic 
spending in real terms by $6 to $8 bil
lion. 

Mr. DOMENICI. When? 
Mr. JOHNSTON. As part of this budg

et agreement. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Over what years? 
Mr. JOHNSTON. From last year to 

this year. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Does the Senator 

want to forget the previous 2 years in 
terms of how much we increased it? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Let us talk about 
the previous 10 years, Mr. President. 

I wonder if my colleagues can see 
this chart, which shows that, in the 
previous 10 years, entitlements went up 
some $776 billion; defense went up some 
$624 billion in real terms, whereas do
mestic discretionary went down $395 
billion. That is the real trend. I cannot 
give you the chapter and verse on the 
first year of this budget agreement. 

I wonder if my friend from Tennessee 
has that figure handy, in real terms? 

Mr. SASSER. I do not have that fig
ure handy, but I would like to ask my 
friend from Louisiana if he would yield 
for just one question. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes, of course. 
Mr. SASSER. Of course, as I indi

cated earlier, the Senator from Louisi
ana is the chairman of the Energy 
Committee and chairman of the En
ergy-Water Appropriations Sub
committee, which has the responsibil
ity for funding a whole host of different 
projects, including, as I understand it, 
the superconducting super collider. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. SASSER. I ask my friend from 
Louisiana this question: The Presi
dent's budget for fiscal year 1993 in
cludes $650 million in budget authority 
for the superconducting super coHider. 
That is a 34-percent increase compared 
to last year. 

I just ask my friend from Louisiana, 
is there any way of funding this super
conducting super collider that has a 34-
percent increase in the President's 
budget at the President's levels if his 
subcommittee is going to sustain a cut 
in the funding coming to them in real 
terms? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I am 
a strong supporter, as I stated earlier, 
of the superconducting supercollider. I 
think it is the most important science 
project in America. And I think it is a 

very good illustration of why we need 
at least to maintain our current levels. 

But, yes, for the superconducting 
super collider, the President's budget 
asks for that big increase. If we are 
going to build it, we have to have a 
substantial increase in the super
conducting super collider. But I am 
frank to say right now I do not know 
where the money is coming from. I can 
tell my friend from Tennessee I hope he 
and I can find some accounts in the En
ergy and Water Appropriations Sub
committee from which we can find the 
money. I hope the Senator from New 
Mexico will help me find that money. I 
do not know whether any of those na
tional labs in New Mexico can sustain 
a little bit of a cut so we can build the 
superconducting supercollider. 

Mr. SASSER. Just on that point, if 
the Senator will yield, I note the Presi
dent's request for the Department of 
Energy's high energy and nuclear phys
ics programs will increase by 1 percent 
in budget authority from 1992 to 1993; 
that is 1 percent in real terms. 

Given the fact that the superconduct
ing super collider is going to increase, 
according to the President's budget, 
about 34 percent in real terms and the 
physics and nuclear physics programs 
are going to increase by 1 percent, how 
in the world is the distinguished Sen
ator from Louisiana, as chairman of 
the Energy-Water Appropriations Sub
committee, going to fund both of those 
areas? 

In other words, am I going to have to 
take a cut at the Oak Ridge National 
Laboratories? Or is my friend in New 
Mexico going to have to take a cut at 
Los Alamos to fund the superconduct
ing super collider? Or can you make 
cuts large enough there to go ahead 
and fund the superconducting super 
collider? I do not see how we are going 
to do it, and I will be frank to say I do 
not want to take those cuts at Oak 
Ridge. We need to be funding these na
tional labs at a higher level because 
that is where some of the best basic re
search in this country is done. If we are 
going to be competitive in this inter
national environment, I want to be giv
ing those national laboratories the re
sources they need for research and de
velopment to develop the high tech to 
make this country once again number 
one. 

So, how can we fund them and fund 
the superconducting super collider? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I can 
tell you it is a terrible challenge. 

This political year is so replete with 
polemic politics that sometimes the 
truth hardly lurks on this floor, at 
least in unadulterated unexpurgated 
form. It is hard to find sometimes, and 
that is probably true on both sides of 
the aisle. Everybody is trying to make 
a political advantage. I understand 
that. I probably participated in it my
self. 

But, Mr. President, we are not kid
ding on this firewall business. We are 

just not kidding. These are not idle 
threats. I can tell you, we are engaged, 
my staff and I, right now in trying ·to 
figure out where we are going to fund 
those things that are highest priority. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. First, I want to ask 

again, if the Senator will indulge me, 
could we in the not too distant future 
permit the Senator from South Caro
lina to speak? I asked him to come 
down here to help me out, and he has 
been waiting. 

But let me suggest to my friend be
fore he answers that, these are the 
numbers: Discretionary appropriations 
went up, from 1990 to 1991, 12.3 percent 
in budget authority, 8.4 percent in out
lays. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. That is in nominal 
terms? 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is nominal. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. What did that 

amount to in real terms? 
Mr. DOMENICI. I do not have the 

real terms. Take about 3.5 percent off, 
so you have real terms, it is over 9 per
cent. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. 8.4 percent, you 
take off 3 percent, it does not equal 9. 

Mr. DOMENICI. What governs ex
penditures is budget authority, and it 
is 12.3 percent. That is what it went up 
in budget authority, and it went up 10.8 
percent in budget authority in 1991 
over 1992. 

Let me just suggest to the Senator 
that he is giving us the best example, 
as I understand it. I agree wi.th him on 
most items of discretionary expendi
ture, and I agree with him that in
creases in discretionary appropriations 
do not come anywhere close to entitle
ment increases for the devastation we 
are causing to our next generation be
cause of the ensuing deficits. The 
spending sup~rstars are found in the 
mandatory programs, the entitlements. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. That is right. 
Mr. DOMENICI. But, "but" if we do 

not have a cap on defense, and a wall 
that says you cannot spend any savings 
below this cap on anything but defense, 
then what will happen is the very argu
ments being made here about the lab
oratories and about the super
conducting super collider. Think with 
me and with others in the Appropria
tions Committee about how defense is 
going to be ravaged. The war is over. 
The Soviets have given up. How about 
another billion for-forget the labs
how about another billion into Health 
and Human Services programs where 
everybody is saying we do not have 
enough? We never have enough. 

Essentially, without a wall during 
this builddown period, this Congress 
has to answer a question about the ap
propriations process. I serve on the Ap
propriations Committee with the Sen
ator and I truly believe it does one of 
the best jobs around and that is prob-
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ably because we have to produce spend
ing bills every year. The question is, 
are we satisfied to throw the entire ap
propriations process into one pool and 
play grab bag for domestic appropria
tions and what is left over will be the 
defense number? I do not believe so. I 
think we ought to set the defense num
ber through acts of Congress with the 
President. And that is what the defense 
cap is. 

If you suggest another cap that is 
firm, then maybe we can start talking, 
when this bill has been defeated, about 
how should we set the caps. But do not 
tear it down and let us play, literally, 
"How much can we get out of defense 
in the appropriation process?" It will 
not work and it is not fair. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
wonder if it would be possible to tear 
down the caps in a certain amount, let 
us say- what does the President pro
pose as his cut? Just take that much 
and tear down the wall for that much. 
Could that be agreed to? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Why do we not dis
pose of this bill, which, as I understand 
it, is just an arbitrary removal of the 
discretionary categorizes and their as
sociated caps, and leave it there, and 
let us let the principals in this place 
talk about reaffirming the caps at 
some level and maybe-maybe-adjust
ing to some of the problems you see 
and maybe setting another defense cap 
next year that is realistic with the 
downfall of the Soviet Union? But not 
now. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Is my friend from 
New Mexico saying we could readjust 
the cap for this year or wait until next 
year to do it? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I said right now we 
ought to defeat a bill that arbitrarily 
pulls it down and sets no defense level 
whatsoever leaving it exclusively to 
the inner workings of the appropria
tions process. I say, forget about that 
kind of bill. But when that is done, 
maybe we could start talking, with the 
President, about what the wall might 
be and what they should be for 1993 and 
what they might be for 1994. That 
might be the subject matter of discus
sion. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I am 
glad at least that my friend from New 
Mexico, who is a serious budgeteer and 
I must say, if I may have the attention 
of my friend from New Mexico-Mr. 
President, I was getting ready to make 
a compliment of the Senator from New 
Mexico. He does not often get com
pliments, so gracious is that which I 
was going to give. I was going to say he 
is really a serious budgeteer who tries 
to do the right thing within limits. 
There are partisan limits with all of us. 

I think what I am hearing is he rec
ognizes this problem I ha;ve talked 
about this year which means if we do 
not take down or change the firewalls 
this year, we have to cut back on exist
ing levels of spending this year and 

that if we do not adjust those firewalls, 
either by doing what this bill says, 
which is removing them, or at least 
changing those limits, we are going to 
have to cut back from last year's real 
appropriated levels. 

The Senator does not agree with 
that. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me say to my 
friend from Louisiana, first I thank 
him for the compliment. I truly appre
ciate it. I thought he was going to say 
within limits and then say limits that 
are his, but he did not. He said political 
limits. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. That is a very ex
travagant compliment from me. My 
friend from New Mexico occupies the 
highest level in the Senate, in my esti
mation. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me thank him 
for that. Last year when we were de
bating the appropriations bills as they 
relate to this increase-1991 to 1992, 10.8 
percent in budget authority, nominal, 
and 7.3 percent outlays for labor, 
health, and human services-! asked 
why are we providing a huge sum of 
money for the last day of the year? It 
was done anyway, right? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I opposed that along 
with the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The point the Sen
ator is making is now he has allowed 
an increase under his domestic cap of 
4.7 percent in outlays, but see, there is 
not very much money really available 
because it has been used up by that 
late funding that got by up here and 
predetermined the disposition of the 
appropriations assets, to wit, the allo
cable money. That happened and some 
people think it was great that it hap
pened. Two of those who wanted it are 
here and they are gleeful about it be
cause they received their education 
money in advance. It is not going to be 
available twice. So they are going to 
get it because it is appropriated, unless 
we choose to cut something in that 
subcommittee, which might be a sur
prise. You can do that if you would 
like, just say you already received your 
money, so you do not get the full load. 
That could be done and it would give 
you some additional money in your 
subcommittee. 

So I so not think I want to agree that 
things would be terrible if we had to 
live up to the agreement. I do not 
think I agree yet. But I do say you 
surely should not arbitrarily throw 
away the agreed-upon cap for defense 
under the circumstances encapsulated 
in this bill, which is the subject of the 
motion. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ap
preciate that history which goes into a 
lot of those numbers, and I suspect as 
we talk about some of that history on 
the floor, it will pass by many Mem
bers of the Senate who are not experts 
on these arcane rules of budgeting and 
the Appropriations Committee. 

On that particular instance, I happen 
to agree with the Senator from New 

Mexico about that last day funding 
phenomenon. However, Mr. President, 
the essential point, and I come back to 
it, is that under this agreement, we are 
going to have to cut in real terms from 
last year by about $7 billion at a time 
when there is a demand for huge in
creases for things like the super
conducting super collider, which I am 
for. 

We can talk about all this history. 
We can talk about all the things that 
have been wrong in the past, and I will 
agree with some and I will disagree 
with some, but mark my words, if we 
do not bring down these firewalls, 
there will not be any increases in do
mestic discretionary spending; there 
will be decreases. There will be no 
room for these initiatives that we want 
to take, and I believe a majority of 
Senators are going to be disappointed 
and surprised at the result. 

Let me repeat that simple little phe
nomenon, which is we are going to 
have to cut domestic discretionary in 
the midst of this recession by about $7 
billion unless we breach the firewalls. 
If we breach the firewalls, then we can 
get together because the President can 
veto any spending bill, Mr. President. 
If it is too big a cut, he can veto it, and 
I do not believe there is a single spend
ing bill under the George Bush Presi
dency which does not bear his signa
ture. I ask my friend from Tennessee; 
is that correct? 

Mr. SASSER. I am not aware of one. 
I do recall the vetoes of the two unem
ployment insurance extensions. I do 
not know if that would qualify as a 
spending bill or not. These are the only 
two vetoes of spending bills I recall. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The point is I be
lieve every single spending bill under 
this President, and .he vetoed a num
ber, has been sustained. 

Mr. SASSER. That is correct. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. He has the atom 

bomb. If we do not agree with him, we 
can take down firewalls---

Mr. SASSER. I misunderstood the 
Senator's question. Congress has not 
overridden this President's veto on any 
item since he has been President of the 
United States. He is batting a thou
sand. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. That is right. The 
Congress is not going to force anything 
on the President in this political year 
which he must take and cannot veto. 
But all I am saying is we have to take 
down these firewalls if we are just 
going to maintain the status quo. I 
hope my friends will let us do that. 

Mr. President, I would like to apolo
gize to my distinguished friend from 
South Carolina who has listened to too 
many of these comments. I know he is 
anxious to make his speech, and I will 
yield to him at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise in opposition to the motion to pro-
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ceed to S. 2399, the so-called firewalls 
legislation. I do so for the following 
reasons: 

Legislation similar to this is cur
rently bogged down in the Budget Com
mittee, and this legislation represents 
an attempt to bypass the committee 
process. 

Removing the fire walls would give 
free reign to those who want to deci
mate the Nation's defense programs 
and further fuel deficit spending. 

Mr. President, just yesterday, the 
distinguished chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee, Senator NUNN, 
wrote to the chairman of the Budget 
Committee that he could not rec
ommend significant reductions in the 
President's fiscal year 1993 budget lev
els. This sentiment was echoed by the 
distinguished ranking member of the 
committee, Senator WARNER. S. 2399, 
which was not considered by the Budg
et Committee and is not supported by a 
majority of that committee, com
pletely ignores the advice of the lead
ership of the Armed Services Commit
tee. Of equal importance is the fact 
that removing the firewalls will dev
astate the orderly drawdown of the Na
tion's defense structure that the Con
gress and the administration worked 
out just 2 years ago. 

Last Friday, General Powell testified 
before the Armed Services Committee 
that the Department of Defense is 
bringing down the force as quickly as 
is practical. Additional cuts to the de
fense budget would "tear the heart out 
of the force." This legislation would 
permit further cuts and force addi
tional men and women out on the 
street. It would mean that Congress 
not only is breaking the budget agree
ment, but is also breaking faith with 
the men and women in uniform who 
have served this Nation so well, and 
who have committed themselves to a 
career in the service of their country. 

Mr. President, this legislation will 
not be a quick fix for the Nation's eco
nomic problems. It will not reduce the 
deficit, in fact it will increase the defi
cit. If we are going to reduce defense, 
which in the out years may be possible, 
the savings should be used to reduce 
the deficit which will benefit the Na
tion in the long term. 

Mr. President, the goal of those who 
advocate this legislation is to cut de
fense and therefore accelerate the draw 
down of our forces. In my judgment, 
that is a grave mistake-a mistake 
that is best described in the words of 
General Powell-and for the record, of 
course, General Powell is the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. These are 
his words. I quote: 

It takes a long time to build a force of the 
quality that we have today, unmatched in 
our nation's history-one that we can be 
proud of and depend on to answer any chal
lenge we throw at it. To develop strong lead
ers, produce the best equipment, and train 
the forces to the peak of readiness takes dec
ades-but the force can be broken overnight. 

That is one of my greatest concerns today. If 
you go too fast, if you stray too far from the 
carefully crafted plan we have put together 
to draw down the force, you will break it. 
And if you break the force, we may not be 
able to fix it in time, the next time it is 
needed. 

Mr. President, if the Senate approved 
S. 2399 we may break the force. I urge 
my colleagues to vote against the mo
tion to proceed. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
Mr. SARBANES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise 

in very strong support of the motion to 
proceed to consider this legislation, S. 
2399, that is before us. 

If there is any arbitrariness present 
in the situation, it is the arbitrariness 
of trying to hold to a defense figure 
that was agreed upon 18 months ago 
when the international situation was 
entirely different from the inter
national situation with which we find 
ourselves confronted today. 

I am pleased to join the very able 
chairman of the Budget Committee as 
a sponsor of this legislation. It does 
one simple thing. It takes down what is 
now an arbitrary wall between defense 
spending and domestic spending, mak
ing it possible, to shift money from the 
defense budget into the domestic 
arena. 

Taking down this arbitrary wall of 
separation will not guarantee that re
sult. Far from it. That is an action 
which will have to be considered and 
debated within the committees and 
within the body. 

But the current situation arbitrarily 
precludes what I think is a desperately 
needed debate on national priorities. 
Are we going to stay stuck with the 
same figures indefinitely into the fu
ture as circumstances change all 
around us? 

When this budget agreement was 
reached, it was not then clear that the 
economy was in a recession, although 
later it was shown that the recession 
began in the summer of 1990. But at 
that point, no one had any apprecia
tion that we would be facing the long
est recession in the post-World War II 
period, and that we would be confront
ing a very serious situation in which 
the budget deficit is being added to sig
nificantly by the downturn in the econ
omy. The recessionary downturn in the 
economy has itself contributed mark
edly to the increase in the budget defi
cit which we are now confronting. 

Mr. SASSER. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. SARBANES. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. SASSER. I know that the distin
guished Senator from Maryland is the 
chairman of the Joint Economic Com
mittee in Congress, which has the re
sponsibility for studying the economy 
and making various predictions and 
also prescribing various remedies to 

the Congress for problems in the econ
omy, but is the Senator aware that be
cause of the decline in economic 
growth and the attendant loss of reve
nue coming into the Federal Govern
ment as a result of that, this in and of 
itself has increased the deficit by some 
calculations as much as anywhere from 
$70 to $100 billion? 

Mr. SARBANES. That is my under
standing. As much as $100 billion can 
be attributed to the economic down
turn. 

Mr. SASSER. So when we talk about 
a $350 to $400 billion deficit, we at
tribute as much as $100 billion of that 
to the recession that we are presently 
in? 

Mr. SARBANES. That is correct. And 
you can attribute another large por
tion of it to the savings and loan prob
lem. 

Mr. SASSER. Does the distinguished 
Senator have a ballpark figure as to 
the amount of the deficit, the degree to 
which the deficit has been increased by 
the savings and loan problem this 
year? 

Mr. SARBANES. I know it is in ex
cess of $100 billion, and I know that of 
the deficit we are confronting, more 
than half of it is the consequence of the 
savings and loan situation and the 
downturn in the economy. 

Mr. SASSER. Let me ask the distin
guished Senator this as a result of his 
work in the Joint Economic Commit
tee and also taking notice of the fact 
that the Senator from Maryland is an 
economist in his own right prior to 
coming to the Senate. 

Mr. SARBANES. I am not going to 
plead guilty to that. 

Mr. SASSER. I am going to assign 
that achievement to the Senator from 
Maryland because I think it is accu
rate. He is an economist of some note. 

But historically, in a time of eco
nomic recession-and we have now 
been in a recession for some 20 
months-preceded by a period of flat 
economic growth, no economic growth, 
so we have either been in a period of no 
growth or recession now for almost 3 
years-historically, what has been the 
fiscal or legislative policy of prior ad
ministrations in trying to deal with 
these economic turndowns, and what 
has been the recommendation or rep
utable economists with regard to in
creasing or decreasing domestic spend
ing during these periods? 

Mr. SARBANES. What we have done 
consistently in an economic downturn 
is use some Federal fiscal stimulus to 
move the economy upward to get out of 
the recession, recognizing that if we 
stay in a downturn the deficit is auto
matically going to grow. We have been 
constrained in trying to follow that 
policy in the recession because the def
icit had been enlarged to very high fig
ures in the 1980's. 

What happened to the 1980's is you 
had a very large increase in defense 
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spending. You made erosions in the 
revenue base, you ran a deficit, and 
then you ran a debt to finance that def
icit, which then in turn becomes a 
charge on the Federal budget. 

So that we are now committing a 
large share of the budget to cover the 
cost of this debt which resulted from 
running these deficits through the 
1980's. We ran large deficits. They 
added to the debt. You then had to 
service the debt, and that became a 
component in each succeeding budget. 

We have had some economists who 
have recommended that despite the ex
isting deficit, we use some stimulus in 
order to try to move out of this eco
nomic situation. Others have counseled 
against it on the theory, that the econ
omy is going to come out of this situa
tion in any event. They are worried 
that the Fed will tighten its monetary 
policy. Although I must observe that 
only with a cut last December did the 
Fed's monetary policy in this recession 
even begin to compare with the easing 
of monetary policy in previous reces
sions, and those were recessions in 
which fiscal policy had been stimula
tive, which it has not been in this 
downturn. 

The President himself in his propos
als added to the deficit. The Presi
dent's proposal on the withholding pro
visions added $16 billion to the deficit. 
So even the administration recognizes 
this problem and is trying to search for 
some ways to provide some stimulus to 
the economy. 

It has been suggested that if you 
take down the wall, you are going to 
add to the deficit. That is not the case. 
This proposal does not affect the over
all figures. 

(Mr. LIEBERMAN assumed the 
chair.) 

Mr. SARBANES. All this proposal 
says is that if the wall comes down, 
you can then consider shifting some of 
the defense money into the domestic 
programs. There is not going to be an 
increase in total spending. That still is 
going to be constrained. 

I will ask the chairman of the com
mittee: Is it not correct that under this 
proposal, if adopted, we are still con
strained by the overall limitations of 
the budget agreement? Is that not cor
rect? 

Mr. SASSER. Yes; the Senator from 
Maryland is quite correct. If you take 
down this wall between military spend
ing and domestic discretionary spend
ing, you will still have a cap at which 
overall spending cannot go beyond. 

If I might give an illustration, let us 
say that you have a container filled 
with water. And in the center of that 
container you have a divider, and the 
water is at one level on one side of the 
divider and at another level on the 
other side of the divider. If you take 
the divider out of the container and the 
water seeks the same level, you have 
not increased the total amount of 

water. You simply have adjusted the 
levels between the two small bodies of 
water there. 

That is essentially what we are doing 
here. We take down the wall. Then, if 
the Congress or if the U.S. Senate 
through the operation of the commit
tees, if after debate on the floor, if 
after a majority vote is cast as we do 
in all other other legislative matters, 
and if the U.S. Senate arrives at a 
judgment after all of this that they 
wish to decrease military spending and/ 
or use that military spending for do
mestic discretionary purposes, or it is 
conservable---

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield? Is it not possible that under this 
proposal you could take the wall down 
and the Senate could reach the deci
sion that they did not want to shift 
any money from the military to the do
mestic side? Is that not correct? 

Mr. SASSER. That is quite correct. 
Mr. SARBANES. The fact of the wall 

coming down does not in and of itself 
lead to any substantive decision. That 
is another decision that has to be 
made. At that point we could decide we 
want to shift some, we might decide we 
do not want to shift any or we might 
decide we will shift some to domestic 
investment, shift some to domestic and 
leave the balance in the military budg
et. Is that not correct? 

Mr. SASSER. Conversely, this is 
highly unlikely. But if the ' wall comes 
down, it could be possible to take some 
of the funding from domestic invest
ment, for example, take some funding 
from the highway program, or take 
some money from education, or take 
some money from health services and 
use those funds to build another air
craft carrier if somebody wanted to do 
that once this wall is down. 

Those are all decisions that will have 
to be made in the future in using due 
process that we use here in the Senate. 
We are simply saying that the wall 
ought to come down 12 months earlier 
than it would come down anyway as a 
condition precedent to allowing the 
Senate to exercise its judgment and its 
discretion on these particular matters. 

Mr. SARBANES. In effect, what the 
Senator's proposal would do is allow us 
to have what I would regard as a proper 
debate on what our national priorities 
ought to be. It is my view, that we 
have shortchanged important invest
ments in our Nation's infrastructure 
which is affecting our productivity. It 
compares very badly with the invest
ment made by our international eco
nomic competitors. 

Japan and Germany are investing a 
significant higher amount of gross 
product in domestic infrastructure, in 
physical infrastructure, in education, 
and in training-than is the United 
States. 

It is my contention that our perform
ance with respect to productivity is af
fected by this shortage of investment 

that is taking place in this country. 
Clearly, our national priorities have 
shifted dramatically. 

Does anyone seriously contend when 
they analyze our security situation and 
our defense requirements that they can 
make the same case today for a defense 
spending level that could be made 18 
months ago before the implosion of the 
Soviet Union? 

Mr. SASSER. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. SARBANES. Certainly. 
Mr. SASSER. The able Senator from 

Maryland just a few moments ago re
ferred to the difference between the in
frastructure investment in the United 
States and infrastructure investment 
in Japan. As we all know, infrastruc
ture investment is investment in roads, 
bridges, highways, airports, waterlines, 
sewerlines, wastewater treatment 
plants, airports, the whole constella
tion of things that allow a large indus
trial country to grow and expand and 
produce wealth. 

Is the Senator aware of the fact that 
in the 1980's Japan invested nearly 6 
percent of its gross domestic product in 
infrastructure; Germany invested 4 
percent of its gross domestic product in 
infrastructure while at the same time 
the United State of America invested 
three-tenths of 1 percent of our gross 
domestic product in our infrastruc
ture? In other words, the Japanese in
vested a 19 times larger share of their 
national income over the decade of the 
1980's in improving their country by 
way of infrastructure. Is the ·senator 
from Maryland aware of that? 

Mr. SARBANES. Yes; the con
sequences of that is the shortfall in our 
productivity performance compared 
with Japan and with Germany. Produc
tivity is closely tied to public and pri
vate investment. 

There is a tendency on the part of 
some to think of investment only as 
private investment. It is very impor
tant to recognize that investment in 
the public sector upon which the pri
vate sector relies and depends in order 
to carry out its economic performance 
is also significant. 

If you run a trucking company and 
your truck sits in a tra(fic jam for 4 
hours because of an inadequate high
way system, that comes directly out of 
your productivity and out of the effi
ciency of your enterprise. 

So there is an interconnection be
tween the performance of the private 
sector and the environment in those 
aspects of the public sector that con
stitute the infrastructure both in phys
ical and human capital on which the 
private sector depends. 

Let us not kid ourselves. These other 
countries recognize that there is an 
interconnection between these two 
things, and they have been making 
much more significant investments in 
their public infrastructure. They are 
performing much better in terms of 
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their productivity because they are 
getting a steady improvement in the 
skills of their work force and the phys
ical infrastructure with which they 
work. 

Mr. SASSER. Will the Senator yield 
for just a question here? 

The Senator from Maryland makes a 
point that there is a direct relationship 
between infrastructure investment and 
worker. productivity. 

I have two questions to frame for my 
friend from Maryland. 

One, is it not true that Japanese and 
German workers, for that matter, are 
increasing their rate of productivity 
faster than American workers? That is 
No. 1. No. 2: Is not productivity the 
crucial factor in increasing standards 
of living and enhancing the quality of 
life of the workers themselves? Is it 
not all attendant to the rate of in
crease of productivity and the creation 
of wealth? 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, the 
path to a higher standard of living is 
through an improved performance in 
productivity. The Senator is absolutely 
correct, and our productivity perform
ance, compared with Japan and Eu
rope, has .lagged over the last decade 
and a half. Their productivity perform
ance has been better than ours. 

One of the reasons for it is that they 
have recognized the necessity to make 
these investments in their domestic in
frastructure and the necessity to make 
the investments in education and in 
worker training and retraining. Some 
of those countries have very highly ad
vanced worker training and retraining 
programs, which enable them to adjust 
to the changes in economic cir
cumstances. 

You have to adjust to changing cir
cumstances. The dinosaur eventually 
went extinct because it was unable to 
adjust to changing circumstances. 
What we are being told today is that 
judgments that were made 18 months 
ago about what the defense budget 
should be are still valid, even though 
the Soviet Union has imploded in the 
meantime. 

It is one thing to face the defense re
quirements at a time when you were 
still facing a Soviet Union and all of 
the threats that were attendant there
to. We had arguments even then about 
whether the level of spending was not 
enough, adequate, or too much. But 
those were all debates that took place 
up at a high range of defense spending. 

Then you get the collapse of the So
viet Union. You get a fundamental al
teration in the threat that we confront 
internationally. It is not eliminated; I 
am not asserting that for a moment. 
There are still important security con
cerns that we have to address. But I do 
not think anybody can reasonably 
argue that the security threat has not 
been markedly changed in a direction 
that is favorable to us. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. SARBANES. Yes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Does the Senator 

mean to suggest that if the Congress of 
the United States wants to cut defense 
substantially below what was agreed 
upon a year and a half ago, 18 months 
ago, that Congress is prohibited from 
doing that unless this amendment is 
passed? Does the Senator mean that? 

Mr. SARBANES. No. The Congress 
can cut it to any level it wants. The 
question is what use will be made of 
the resources. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Precisely. 
Mr. SARBANES. We are now in a re

cession. If you cut the defense budget 
and do not have an economic strategy 
for trying to redirect that economic ef
fort, you will contribute to the eco
nomic downturn. The consequence of 
that will be to make the deficit larger 
in the guise of reducing the deficit. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Is the Senator sug
gesting we have such a plan? 

Mr. SARBANES. We have a defense 
budget that was set in a different time 
to different circumstances. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I was not asking 
about that. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
would assert that we do not need that 
high a figure for defense spending any
more. People can challenge that, and I 
gather some do in the Defense Depart
ment. In fact, they are busily develop
ing different scenarios of what the 
threat might be which would warrant 
or justify this budget. 

Does the Senator from New Mexico 
recall the scenario where Russia would 
invade Lithuania through Poland, and 
Iraq would invade Saudi Arabia and 
Kuwait, and there would be a coup in 
Panama, and a coup in the Philippines, 
and there would be an invasion by 
North Korea of South Korea? Then 
they laid out some other possibilities 
as well. 

Mr. SASSER. Would all this occur si
multaneously? 

Mr. SARBANES. That is an interest
ing point. As I understand the way 
they did the exercise, they posited that 
at least one of these would occur, and 
maybe two could occur at the same 
time. I am not quite sure why they 
were so cautious, because if you had 
posited that all of them occurred at the 
same time, you might even have been 
able to construct a case for a larger de
fense budget than existed at the time 
when we faced the threat of the Soviet 
Union. 

I do not mean to be light with this 
issue or with this question. Obviously, 
it is a serious matter, and you need to 
think through carefully what your de
fense requirements are under changed 
circumstances. But, very clearly, there 
have been changed circumstances. 

The question then becomes what can 
you do, and how can you address this 
defense budget. If you take that budget 
down at a time when we are in a reces
sion and do not have an alternative 

economic strategy for the use of the re
sources, you are going to help to drive 
the economy deeper into a depression. 

Many of us feel that if you had a 
choice as to the use of some of this 
money, what you ought to do with this 
peace dividend is to try to address two 
very basic needs of the economy. One is 
an investment strategy, a domestic in
vestment strategy, in order to enhance 
American productivity. The other is a 
deficit reducing component. You could 
do both of these things as a way of try
ing to get at some of the fundamental 
problems associated with the economy. 

In fact, we are running three deficits 
that need to be addressed. We are run-

. ning a budget deficit, a trade deficit, 
which has made us a debtor country on 
the international scene; and we are 
running an investment deficit. At some 
point, we have to face this shortfall in 
investment. 

Mr. SASSER. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. SARBANES. Certainly. 
Mr. SASSER. On the overall question 

of investment, we do know that an ex
traordinary amount of the most tal
ented scientists and engineers in this 
country have been involved now for 
over 40 years in the production of 
weapons. That is one reason that 
American weaponry is the best in the 
world. 

We saw American weapons perform in 
the Persian Gulf, and they performed 
extraordinarily well, better than any
one else's. Other products made in the 
United States do not stack up as well 
against products made in other coun
tries, because we do not devote the 
same proportion of our engineering and 
scientific capability to producing many 
consumer products and other products 
as we do to military weapons. 

The Office of Technology Assess
ment, as my friend from Maryland, I 
am sure, is aware, issued a very excel
lent report on the consequences of a de
fense or military builddown and what 
impact that would have on the civilian 
economic community. That report in
dicated that well over a quarter of a 
million engineers alone are involved in 
the direct design or production of 
weapons. 

As we phase down these various 
weapons production facilities and these 
weapons research facilities, the ques
tion comes what is to become of these 
clusters of excellence that, in decades 
past, have produced this state-of-the
art technology and weaponry. Under 
the straitjacket of this budget legisla
tion that we now labor under, as I un
derstand it, we would be prohibited 
from using military savings to devise 
programs to convert these scientists 
and engineers who are now engaged in 
the design and manufacture of weap
onry. We would be prohibited from 
using funds out of the military side to 
devise programs to bring them into the 
civilian economic mainstream, and the 
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distinguished Senator is talking about 
an investment deficit. Would this not 
contribute to the investment deficit in 
our civilian economy productivity? 

Mr. SARBANES. Absolutely. What 
happened is as we approached the end 
of World War II, the Nation had an eco
nomic conversion program. It con
sciously formulated an economic con
version program. The most important 
parts of that were reconversion of in
dustry to civilian production. The re
newal of the physical infrastructure of 
the Nation and the development of peo
ple's personal capacities, the clearest 
example of which was the Servicemen's 
Readjustment Act of 1944, what we 
know as the GI bill of rights. On the 
basis of this act millions of people got 
an education, they elevated their skills 
and talents, and then were able to con
tribute to the rapid expansion of the 
American economy that took place in 
the post-World War II period. We did 
not do either of these things after the 
Korean war and the Vietnam war, and 
in both of these latter instances, the 
cutbacks in defense were accompanied 
by recessions far more serious than the 
brief downturn which did take place in 
1945 but was very brief and very shal
low. 

Mr. SASSER. Conversely, if I may 
say to my friend from Maryland, be
cause there were no conversion pro
grams following the Korean war and 
the war in Vietnam, there were reces
sions as we cut back on defense spend
ing. 

Mr. SARBANES. That is exactly cor
rect. 

·Mr. SASSER. I had the great good 
fortune as a boy to grow to young man
hood in the years following the Second 
World War, in the 1950's. I recall the ex
plosion in productivity that took place 
in this country and the enhancement of 
the quality of life of our citizenry. Peo
ple in the past who lived in a house 
with one bathroom moved into a house 
with two bathrooms. People in the past 
who struggled to buy one new car every 
10 years, suddenly were a two-car fam
ily. We remember that from the decade 
of the 1950's and 1960's. I say this to my 
friend. 

Could a measure of that prosperity 
and expansion of prosperity be attrib
utable to the wise leaders of that time, 
such as President Truman and others, 
who put into place an economic conver
sion program to take young men and 
women out of the military, educate 
them, and put them into civilian life 
where they could produce and to move 
industries that had been producing 
weaponry into the mainstream of civil
ian economic activity? 

Mr. SARBANES. Absolutely. There 
has to be an economic strategy plan in 
order to accomplish this conversion. 

Here is the question: Is there anyone 
who asserts that we should continue to 
spend money in the defense sector that 
does not need to be spent? I hope we 

can get agreement on that. We may 
argue about what the level of defense 
should be, and we have had those argu
ments frequently here on the floor of 
the Senate. But anyone who insists on 
holding to the defense figure that was 
reached 18 months ago has to take the 
position that all of these developments 
and change in circumstances which 
have occurred internationally in the 
intervening period of time have not 
sufficiently altered the nature of the 
threat that we confront and that we 
cannot make adjustments in the de
fense budget. It seems clear that the 
nature of the threat has been suffi
ciently reduced and that we can make 
adjustments in the military budget. 

The question then becomes: What do 
you do with those resources that are 
freed up? There are a number of possi
bilities. The budget agreement would 
require that all of them be used to re
duce the deficit. In a recession, follow
ing that line of approach will only · 
make the recession worse because you 
have people no longer producing and 
not provided with an alternative way 
to produce. 

One way to address that question is 
to have an investment strategy for 
America. We need that strategy. Three 
years ago, before the collapse of the 
Soviet Union, over 300 economists is
sued an open letter to the President 
and Congress calling for a renewed 
commitment to public investment. 
That letter was sent before the collapse 
of the Soviet Union and the historic 
transformation of the international se
curity environment. Even then, these 
distinguished economic experts be
lieved there was a considerable poten
tial shift of funds from military needs 
to domestic investment. Clearly, the 
potential for such a shift is even great
er today. And let me quote just briefly 
from that letter: 

In addition to our trade and fiscal deficits, 
America faces a third deficit, the deficiency 
of public investment in our people and our 
economic infrastructure. This deficit will 
have a crippling effect on America's future 
competitiveness. Just as business must con
tinually reinvest in order to prosper, so must 
the Nation. Higher productivity, the key to 
higher living standards, is a function of pub
lic as well as private investment. 

Higher productivity is a function of 
public as well as private investment. If 
America is to succeed in an increas
ingly competitive world, we must ex
pand efforts to equip our children with 
better education and our workers with 
more advanced skills. We must fix our 
bridges and expand our airports. We 
must accelerate the diffusion of tech
nology to small- and medium-sized 
business. 

Yet, these needs have been neglected 
throughout the past decade. In real 
dollar terms, Federal spending in the 
1980's on science and civilian tech
nology has been significantly below the 
levels of 1960's and 1970's. We actually 
are spending a smaller percentage of 

our gross national product on civilian 
research and development than either 
Japan or Germany by a significant 
amount. 

I want to emphasize that. This is ci
vilian research and development, the 
very thing that goes into developing 
high-technology performance in the ci
vilian sector, and the United States is 
spending a smaller percentage of its 
gross national product on civilian re
search and development than either 
Germany or Japan. We invest 1.9 per
cent of our gross domestic product in 
civilian research. Germany invests 2.8 
percent, and Japan invests 3 percent. 

Taking down this artificial wall 
would then lead to another debate on 
these very issues. You would then be 
debating if you should shift some 
money, and if so what should you use it 
for? But that is what setting priorities 
is all about. We are in an artificial sit
uation, on an automatic pilot that was 
set 18 months ago. Two very fundamen
tal things have changed since that 
agreement was reached. 

We have been in this recession now 
for 21 months. That is one fundamental 
change. The other fundamental change 
is what has transpired on the inter
national scene which has eroded the ra
tionale for the defense figure that was 
set in the fall of 1990. 

Now are we going to be absolutely 
blind to these developments? What 
kind of policymaking is that? I am pre
pared to have the debate on the prior
ities. I understand that others have a 
different set of priorities. Either they 
would not shift any defense money, 
they would want to hold to the old fig
ure, or if that money became available, 
they would use it in other ways, either 
entirely or in some combination. 

That is what the debate should be 
about here on the floor of the Senate. 
We ought to pass this legislation and 
then move on to the critical national 
debate which is now called for in terms 
of what our national priorities should , 
be. But we ought not to adhere to an 
artificial wall which is clearly no 
longer pertinent and relevant to the 
situation in which we find ourselves. 

Mr. SASSER. Will the Senator yield 
just a moment? 

Mr. SARBANES. Yes. 
Mr. SASSER. The Senator was 

speaking just a moment ago about in
vestment in the country and the need 
for investment and the investment def
icit. Now clearly one of the investment 
deficits, as I understood the Senator 
from Maryland, one of the deficits sur
rounded education. We simply had a 
deficit in investment in education. 

I would like to bring to the attention 
of my friend from Maryland and to the 
attention of all of my colleagues, the 
almost universal support that this bill 
has from the education community. 
Yesterday, every Senator received a 
huge variety of letters from a variety 
of education groups, all of them urging 
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passage of this legislation to take down 
the wall between military spending and 
domestic spending. And did my friend 
from Maryland know, for example, that 
these individuals support this legisla
tion: 

Robin Vink, representing the New 
York State Education Department; 
Becky H. Timmons from the American 
Council on Education; Alfred D. 
Sumberg, American Association of Uni
versity Professors; Gerald Morris, 
American Federation of Teachers; Ken 
Mcinerney, National Association of 
Student Financial Aid Administrators; 
Marcia Knutson, American Edu
cational Research Association; Carnie 
C. Hayes of the Council of Chief State 
School Officers; Patricia M. Hawkins, 
National Association of College Admis
sion Counselors; John B. Forkenbrock, 
National Association of Federally Im
pacted Schools; Edward M. Elmendorf 
of the American Association of State 
Colleges and Universities; Mary R. Co
stabile, American Library Association; 
Edward Kealy, National School Boards 
Association; David Baime, National As
sociation of Independent Colleges and 
Universities; Moses Holmes, CEF treas
urer, National Education Association; 
Richard A. Kruse, CEF vice president, 
National Association of Secondary 
School Principals; and Arnold L. 
Mitchem, CEF president, National 
Council of Educational Opportunity 
Associations. 

So I say to my friend that leaders in 
education have recognized that there is 
an investment deficit in education and 
they realize that the removal of this 
arbitrary wall between domestic spend
ing and military spending is necessary 
if we are to start meeting some of the 
needs in the investment deficit in edu
cation. Was my friend aware that all 
these various groups of distinguished 
educators had formed together as a co
alition to try to urge the lifting of this 
wall between military spending and do
mestic spending? 

Mr. SARBANES. I say to my col
league, I think what that reflects is an 
understanding that if we are to realize 
a peace dividend and then confront the 
question of what to do with the peace 
dividend, it seems to me that there are 
two fundamental objectives we need to 
work at in terms of strengthening our 
national economy in the use of the 
peace dividend. 

One objective is to reduce the deficit. 
I accept that as an important objective 
in strengthening the American econ
omy, although I point out that in a 
time of recession you are restrained on 
how much you can address that objec
tive because you run the risk of con
tributing to the economic downturn. 

The other is an investment strategy. 
There are lots of candidates for an in
vestment strategy, and education is ob
viously one of them, but there are oth
ers as well. You need an economic 
strategy plan and you need to relate it 

to the reductions that are taking place 
on the defense side. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Budget Committee is absolutely cor
rect. You have enormously talented 
and gifted people who have been work
ing in the defense industries and have 
been serving in the Armed Forces. 

We ought to regard this change inter
nationally as an opportunity. It is 
being treated as though it is a negative 
development. It is a positive develop
ment. It opens up opportunities. 

The question then becomes, what op
portunities? Let me give you an exam
ple. Virtually every airport in America 
needs an upgraded air traffic control 
system. We are behind. We are paying 
for it in public safety. We are paying 
for it in airport delays. You circle and 
circle and circle and circle. The people 
working on the ground say we need an 
upgrade. 

Some very sophisticated technology 
has come along. We have some very 
able people who have been working in 
those technologies on the military 
side. What is going to happen to these 
people? Why does it not make sense 
that there should be a program that 
would begin to address the deficit that 
exists in air traffic control systems and 
that some of the people who have been 
working on the military side of that 
technology are going to move over into 
the civilian side of that technology? 

That is just one example of what may 
contribute an economic strategy plan. 
We developed such a plan at the end of 
World War II and It worked exceed
ingly well. We had unprecedented 
growth in the post-World War II period. 
We cannot get to these kinds of ques
tions as long as we are arbitrarily con
strained by this artificial budget wall. 

This is not touching the larger ques
tion of the overall limits. That is ac
cepted by this legislation. 

It is incorrect to say that if the wall 
comes down and you shift from defense 
spending to domestic spending you will 
increase the deficit. That is just not 
correct. The spending is now commit
ted on the defense side. If you take the 
wall down and shift it, the defense 
spending will be less, the domestic 
spending will be more. The deficit will 
not be increased. 

We have pressing needs, not only in 
human terms, but also in social terms 
as they affect the American economy's 
ability to be productive and therefore 
to compete. 

I want to have that debate on the 
floor of the Senate. I want colleagues 
who deny that necessity to make their 
case, if they have one. 

I am talking about the kinds of in
vestments that go to the future 
strength of the economy. There are a 
whole range of domestic programs, and 
I am not talking about the ones that 
represent current consumption. I am 
talking about the ones that represent 
investment in the future. 

In fact, we do not have an investment 
budget at the national level. That is 
one of the problems. We do not have a 
budget that separates out the invest
ments in the future strength of the 
economy. 

I am talking about the kind of in
vestments that our international com
petitors are making. Is it only coinci
dence that Europe and Japan have a 
better productivity record than we do, 
and have a better investment record 
than we do? I do not think so. 

I think we have to face the fact that 
we need an investment strategy that 
encompasses both the public and the 
private sector. But we have neglected 
investment in the public sector over 
these last 10 years. Unless we start 
making that investment we are not 
going to be able to strengthen the sin
ews of our economy in such a way that 
we will have a vital, effective, competi
tive economy in the future. We ought 
to have that debate. The way we get 
that debate is to eliminate the artifi
cial wall and then have a discussion 
about what our priorities ought to be. 

I am prepared to have that debate. I 
may win or I may lose. I do not know 
where I will come out on the specifics 
of the issue. But we clearly ought to 
have the debate and not be frozen in a 
set of priorities that was set 18 months 
ago when we did not recognize how 
deeply we were into a recession, and we 
did not have the developments on the 
international scene, and in particular 
the collapse of the Soviet Union, that 
have fundamentally altered the inter
national security position and there
fore fundamentally changed the neces
sity or the requirements imposed upon 
us in the defense field. 

So, Mr. President, I very strongly 
urge the adoption of S. 2399, and I very 
strongly commend the chairman of the 
committee for coming forward with it, 
and for the very strong leadership 
which he has exercised on the issue. 

Mr. SASSER. Will the Senator yield 
on this issue? 

Mr. SARBANES. Surely. 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I want 

to be clear here, as I direct this ques
tion to the Senator from Maryland. 
What we are debating, now, is just the 
question of can we proceed to debate 
the bill to take down the walls between 
military spending and domestic discre
tionary spending. In other words, there 
are those on the other ·side who do not 
even want to debate this issue. They 
refuse to give agreement to let us go 
forward and take up the bill and debate 
it. That is what we are talking about 
here today. 

We are simply asking to move for
ward to take up the bill and debate it 
and let it be voted up or down. 

The Senator from Maryland, as I un
derstand it, says he is willing to abide 
by majority rule here. But he thinks it 
is an issue, as I understand him-and I 
hope he will correct me if I am wrong 
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about what he is saying is-he thinks it 
is an issue of sufficient magnitude to 
the country that it ought to be ·debated 
here on the floor of the U.S. Senate. 
And the procedural problem that we 
find ourselves confronted with at the 
present time is that some of our col
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
refuse to agree to go forward and de
bate the bill on its merits. I ask my 
friend from Maryland, is that not the 
parliamentary situation we find our
selves in at the present time? 

Mr. SARBANES. The Senator is cor
rect. We are dealing with an issue of 
prime importance, in terms of setting 
our national priorities. We cannot even 
get to the bill to debate the question of 
taking down the wall. 

Even if the wall comes down we still 
face the debate of what the priorities 
ought to be. But at least we open up 
the opportunity to have a proper dis
cussion of what our national priorities 
are. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, let me 
ask this question of the distinguished 
Senator from Maryland, who I think 
has on the floor of the Senate this 
afternoon, with his customarily elo
quent and perceptive address, discussed 
some of the issues that face this coun
try as we go through the decade of the 
1990's and approach the year 2000; cru
cial issues which must be addressed. I 
welcome the observations of the Sen
ator from Maryland and his views as 
we move along the road and try to ad
dress these issues. 

But, as I understand it-and I ask the 
Senator from Maryland this question
we have to cross two bridges before any 
of the military money could be used for 
domestic purposes. The first bridge 
that has to be crossed is to debate and 
pass the bill to take down the wall that 
separates military spending and domes
tic spending. Am I correct in that? 

Mr. SARBANES. That is correct. 
Otherwise the military figure is frozen 
on the basis of a decision that was 
made 18 months ago when the military 
threat we were confronting was en
tirely different from the military 
threat which we confront today. I can
not understand how anyone can ration
ally argue that we ought to stay with 
that set of priorities given the develop
ments that have occurred internation
ally. So that is the first hurdle. 

If you take down the wall you still 
have the debate over what should be 
done, and maybe some Members would 
assert at that point, that we ought to 
keep the military figure right where it 
is. I do not agree with that, obviously. 
But they may take that position. They 
may prevail, although I would rather 
doubt it. 

The question then becomes, if you 
take down the military figure what do 
you do? But that is the very debate 
that ought to be taking place on the 
floor of the Senate. What should our 
priorities be in the light of the develop-

ments internationally and in the light 
of an economy that has gone soft. 

Mr. SASSER. So my friend from 
Maryland, if I understand him, is tell
ing us the first thing we have to do is 
pass the bill to take down the walls, 
and then the second hurdle that has to 
be crossed is to have the debate and the 
vote on whether or not any of the mili
tary money will be used for domestic 
spending. 

Mr. SARBANES. Yes; the second 
bridge is a very complicated one. The 
second bridge involves how much of the 
money can be shifted, and how should 
the money be used. 

Mr. SASSER. I thank the Senator 
from Maryland and, in view of what he 
said here today, it is simply incompre
hensible to this Senator why we can
not, by unanimous consent, move for
ward to debate the question of whether 
or not the walls between military 
spending and domestic spending should 
come down. 

Because once those walls are down, if 
we should prevail by a majority vote 
on that and I do not know whether we 
would or not, but once those walls have 
come down, then you have to move for
ward and make a determination about 
what is to be done: Are we going to use 
military spending to enhance domestic 
spending; are we going to use domestic 
spending to perhaps enhance military 
spending; or are we going to make a 
judgment we are going to keep mili
tary spending where it is and domestic 
spending where it is? 

All of those are judgments that have 
to be made in the future, but before we 
can get to those judgments and we can 
exercise our discretion in view of these 
changed circumstances, we need to 
move forward and have permission to 
debate this so-called walls legislation 
and see whether or not the walls, in
deed, can be changed by a majority 
vote in this body. 

Mr. SARBANES. Actually, the ques
tions we face at that point are even 
more complex because you would also 
have to ask yourself, is the condition 
of the economy with respect to there
cession such that some portion of this 
military spending could be used for def
icit reduction or if you did that would 
you put a downward push on a soft or 
weak economy which would make the 
recession even worse? If you make the 
recession even worse, you increase the 
deficit automatically. 

It is my view that the programs that 
ought to have a priority are the invest
ment programs that build the strength 
of the economy for the future. This is 
an area where we have been badly lag
ging and where we have a real problem 
in terms of our ability to compete with 
our international competitors. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. SASSER. I thank the Senator 

from Maryland. 
Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CONRAD). The Chair recognizes the Sen
ator from Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I waited 
2 hours to get an opportunity to speak, 
and I will begin by saying I would like 
to clear up the confusion. I do not 
think people are confused after listen
ing to that debate. They may be befud
dled, they may be bored, but they are 
not confused. 

Let me begin by going back to 1990 
and the agreement we entered into 
that set out priorities and a procedure, 
the agreement that the Democrats are 
trying to renege on today. Underneath 
all this rhetoric, underneath all this 
repetition, the bottom line is that the 
U.S. Senate and the U.S. House entered 
into an agreement to control spending, 
and on the floor of the U.S. Senate 
today, there is an effort to renege on 
that agreement. 

Let me remind my colleagues about 
the genesis of that agreement. The 
President entered into summit budget 
negotiations with Congress with the 
objective to lower the deficit by con
trolling spending. The Democrats en
tered into the agreement with the ob
jective of cutting defense and raising 
taxes. 

The Democrats got what they wanted 
out of the budget agreement. They 
have a majority in both Houses of Con
gress, and the President had the choice 
between allowing the budget process to 
be destroyed or to negotiate and com
promise. He negotiated and he com
promised, and the Democrats got both 
$160 billion of new taxes and $170 bil
lion of defense cuts. Those cuts were 
locked into the budget. So the Demo
crats got their part of the package up 
front: $160 billion of taxes and $170 bil
lion of cuts in defense. Neither of those 
things did the President want to do. 

What did the President get out of the 
process? What the President got out of 
the process was 5 years where we cap 
spending and 3 years where we set out 
individual caps on discretionary spend
ing in defense, international affairs, 
and domestic spending .. For 3 years we 
have spending caps in each area fol
lowed by 2 years where we have an 
overall cap. The President wanted caps 
for 5 years. We could not get it. 

So basically the budget summit 
agreement consisted of three parts: 
Raising taxes by $160 billion which the 
Democrats got; cutting defense by $170 
billion, which the Democrats got; and 
caps on spending which the President 
got. We are here on the floor of the 
U.S. Senate today trying to renege on 
that part of the deal that capped spend
ing. 

Mr. President, I am opposed to tak
ing the caps off. I am opposed to allow
ing spending to skyrocket. I am op
posed to raiding defense beyond what 
we have done. Even in a world where 
the lion and the lamb are about to lie 
down together, it is imperative that 
the United States of America be the 
lion, and if we let these budget caps be 
taken off, that will not be the case. 
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Mr. President, we heard our dear col

league from Louisiana get up and talk 
about how in the world are we going to 
fund all these programs under this 
budget cap? Let me remind my col
leagues that under this onerous budget 
cap we are talking about, defense is cut 
by $12.5 billion. Nobody here is talking 
about raising the amount to defense. 

We have a limit that international 
expenditures can grow by only $800 mil
lion under this spending cap. Nobody is 
talking about raising that amount. Do
mestic spending under this agreement 
can grow by $10.2 billion. That is a 4. 7-
percent increase in domestic spending. 
To say that that is somehow a cut, 
that a 4.7-percent increase in domestic 
spending somehow is cruel and unusual 
punishment to impose on the Federal 
Government is outrageous. There are a 
lot of American families today that 
wish they had the problem of spending 
only 4.7 percent more than they spent 
last year. 

The idea that with only $10.2 billion 
of additional spending we are abso
lutely incapable of running the Na
tion's business and making the tough 
decisions is really insulting, I think, to 
the people who do the work and pay 
the taxes and pull the wagon in this 
country. 

We had discussions about how we are 
going to fund science; how we are going 
to fund the superconducting super 
collider. Let me remind my colleagues 
that the President sent to the Congress 
the strongest science budget in the his
tory of the country under these spend
ing caps. Our colleagues talk about 
how we invest in the future. Every year 
for the last 10 years, Congress has cut 
the President's science budget. Every 
year for the last 10 years, the President 
has sent proposals to invest in science 
and technology and the future and 
space, and every year the Democrats 
have cut those programs to fund social 
programs to buy votes. 

We are not talking about investing in 
the future. We are talking about in
vesting in a partisan future, and that 
partisan future is basically to create 
programs that have beneficiaries. 

While I am on the subject, for us to 
stand here and bemoan the fact that 
expenditure on infrastructure is declin
ing, let me remind my colleagues-and 
I have a little chart that tells a story
Government has not been on a great 
diet. This chart plots defense spending 
since 1968 and its growth; family in
come since 1968 and its growth; and 
nondefense spending since 1968 and its 
growth. 

In real terms, the growth rate of de
fense since 1968 is down 36 percent. 
Family income has stagnated at about 
a 3-percent growth rate, and what has 
happened is that family income has 
grown by about 3 percent, but what has 
happened to nondefense spending? It is 
up by 97 percent. 

If we have not spent on infrastruc
ture, whose fault is it? Whose fault is 

it? I can tell you whose fault it is. It is 
the fault of the Congress because Con
gress has been so busy buying votes 
with giveaway programs that we have 
not invested in infrastructure. The 
facts are that in 1965, we were spending 
4. 7 percent of the Federal budget on in
frastructure but today we are spending 
just 2 percent. 

Why is that so? Not only is Congress 
running big deficits and spending lots 
of money, but Congress is spending the 
money on everything but infrastruc
ture, highways, bridges, sewer systems, 
water systems, and airports. Instead 
Congress is taking money out of the 
pockets of working people, and giving 
it to people who are not working. Con
gress is taking money from people who 
are out pulling the wagon and giving 
the money to people who are riding in 
the wagon. It is not surprising to me 
that there are literally thousands of 
different groups that have all con
verged on Washington and said: Take 
those spending caps off; give us more 
money. 

My point, Mr. President, is this: If we 
took the spending caps off, the money 
would not be spent on infrastructure. 
We have not spent the money on infra
structure in the past. We have cut the 
percentage of the budget going into in
frastructure by 50 percent since 1965, 
and we have done it because Congress 
is interested in spending and not in in
vesting. 

And · as for the subject of America's 
productivity, as if somehow we can 
promote productivity by more govern
ment, surely the world laughs in our 
face. We stand here on the floor of the 
Senate, knowing that the whole world 
has rejected government as an allo
cator of resources and a producer of 
wealth, and argue that we can make 
America wealthier by having a bigger 
Government that spends more and 
more money. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GRAMM. I will not yield at this 
point. 

If more government was the solution 
to economic problems, we would have 
torn the Berlin Wall down to get into 
Eastern Europe. That did not happen, I 
am sorry to tell my Democratic col
leagues, because I know it concerns 
them and breaks their hearts, but it 
did not happen. The Berlin Wall was 
torn down by people on the other side 
wanting to get out. They wanted toes
cape government as the solution to all 
economic problems. 

The idea that somehow we are going 
to make America richer by making 
government bigger flies in the face of 
everything we know about what is 
going on in the world. 

What is happening in the world is 
that there is a tidal wave of freedom 
and there is a rejection of government 
as an economic problem solver. Only in 
two places on the face of the Earth is 

there strong argument on behalf of 
more government as a solution to 
every problem. One of them is in Ha
vana, Cuba, and it is not going to last 
very much longer. The other one is 
right here in the Congress. Why that is 
the case, I do not know, Mr. President, 
but it clearly is. 

Now, Mr. President, let me talk 
about a peace dividend. Our colleagues 
have talked about a peace dividend, 
and they have talked about what they 
would do with it. They would spend it 
on housing, and they would spend it on 
nutrition, and they would spend it on 
education. I agree with all those prior
ities. I think we need more spending on 
all those things and more. But the de
bate today is not about whether there 
ought to be more spending on those 
things. The debate is about who ought 
to do the spending. 

The President says that the peace 
dividend ought to go back to American 
families by taking the first $50 billion 
of defense savings and by raising the 
personal exemption for children by $500 
so that families can make the invest
ment. 

Mr. SASSER. Will the Senator yield 
for a question on that particular point? 

Mr. GRAMM. I do not yield. 
The President has proposed that a 

$500 increase in personal exemption go 
to every American child as a way of 
giving the peace dividend back to the 
long-suffering American taxpayers who 
won the cold war by being willing to 
let us use their money. Now that the 
cold war is over, the President says 
give it back to families. Our colleagues 
say no, let Government spend it; let 
Government spend it. 

Mr. President, I know Congress, and I 
know the American family, and I know 
the difference. I do not believe the 
American people are confused. I know 
what Congress will do with that 
money. It will squander it the way it 
has squandered other money in the 
past. 

I know families. I know what they 
will do with it. I want to give money 
back to American families to let the 
economy grow. I want to have a nutri
tion program; not more food stamps, 
but a better nutrition program; a 
strong economy where people can get a 
job, go to work, earn a paycheck, take 
the paycheck to the grocery store, buy 
groceries, and put the groceries on the 
kitchen table. That is the nutrition 
program in which I want the peace div
idend invested. 

I want it invested in a housing pro
gram, not more Government housing. I 
want it invested in good jobs, economic 
growth, so people can save their money 
and can build and buy their own 
homes. No Government housing project 
is a substitute for that. 

In terms of education, I want people 
to have good jobs, to save their money 
to send their children to Texas A&M 
University, and other colleges and uni
versities all over America. 
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There is a fundamental disagree

ment. We are going to debate the peace 
dividend for the remainder of this cen
tury, and we are going to debate it for 
the remainder of this century for a 
simple reason. There is a fundamental 
difference in the Congress; there is a 
fundamental difference between the 
two parties. One party believes that 
Government is the answer. One party 
believes that more Government spend
ing is going to solve o.ur problem. The 
other party, ·or which I am proud to 
call myself a member, believes that 
freedom is the answer. 

I believe that letting people keep 
more of what they earn to invest is 
what made us, and is going to keep us 
the dominant economic force on Earth. 

The idea that somehow we can pro
mote economic growth by having more 
Government spending is laughable, but 
unfortunately it gets few chuckles 
when we cast votes in the Senate. 

So, Mr. President, let me just tick off 
a few points, and then I will let other 
people have the floor. 

First of all, we had an agreement. 
Those who voted for this agreement 
voted to raise taxes by $160 billion, to 
cut defense by $170 billion, and to set 
out caps on spending. That was the 
deal. 

All the President got out of this 
whole agreement was the caps, and now 
our colleagues want to repeal the caps. 
I say no. The President says no. I think 
when the votes are counted, the Senate 
is going to say no. 

Second, the idea that we cannot in
vest in science and technology, that we 
cannot build scientific projects that 
are important to the future with only 
$10.2 billion of additional spending is, I 
think, ridiculous. The President sent 
us a budget that met the spending cap. 
He proposed increased Head Start fund
ing so that it is 127 percent above the 
1989 level. He funded the SSC. He pro
posed increased math and science edu
cation by 69 percent; Pell grants by 48 
percent; WIC by 47 percent; community 
health centers by 42 percent; infant 
mortality reduction by 65 percent; en
ergy R&D by 130 percent; NSF basic re
search by 57 percent; Federal aid to 
highways by 42 percent; aviation mod
ernization by 95 percent. 

Our colleague from Maryland talks 
about needing to spend more money on 
aviation. As my memory serves me, 
every year for the last half dozen years 
the President has proposed more fund
ing for FAA out of the airport trust 
fund than Congress has provided. We 
did not provide the money, because we 
were reducing the deficit. We did not 
provide the money, because we were 
spending it on other things. 

So my bottom-line point is this: A 
deal is a deal. When it got down to the 
final deal, I thought it was a bad deal 
and I voted against it. But people voted 
for it. It became the law of the land. 
Now the time has come to live up to 

the spending part of it. There was great 
rejoicing in the $160 million in new 
taxes that Congress spent. There was 
great rejoicing in Congress cutting $170 
billion in defense, most of which has 
now been spent. 

But now the time has come that the 
purse strings are beginning to tighten 
on domestic spending. One of the rea
sons they are tightening, as our col
league from New Mexico pointed out, is 
we have been cheating. We have been 
starting all these new programs on the 
last day of the fiscal year, or the last 
week of the fiscal year, so we could run 
out and tell some special interest 
group we had given them something. 
They all sent out letters congratulat
ing us, thanking us, and now the bill 
collector is at the door. 

My view is this 4. 7-percent increase 
in domestic spending, which is what 
this cap limits us to, is not cruel and 
unusual punishment. It represents the 
kind of budget constraint that working 
Americans all over the country live 
with every single day. I want to tell 
you how we could live with that very 
easily. 

We ought to apply the Dicky Flatt 
test, and for those of you who are not 
from Mexia, TX, let me share it with 
you. In 1981, when we passed the 
Reagan program in the House, I was 
walking down the steps, and a lady 
with a New York newspaper came run
ning up to me and said, "Congressman 
Gramm, in a 1,350-page budget, how did 
you decide what programs ought to be 
cut and what programs ought to 
grow?" as if somehow it was arbitrary 
or we had a computer. 

I thought a minute, and I said: "Well, 
I used the Dicky Flatt test." Not being 
from Mexia, she did not know the 
Dicky Flatt test. So I explained it to 
her. I said, "I tried to understand these 
programs, look at them, and see what 
they were doing. Then I tried to think 
of some hard-working person in my dis
trict." 

I often thought of a printer from 
Mexia, TX, sitting in my old congres
sional district, named Dicky Flatt. I 
thought about Dicky Flatt because he 
works hard for a living. His printshop 
is open till 7 or 8 o'clock every 
weeknight, open to 6 on Saturday. He 
is in business with his mama, was in 
business with his daddy. His daddy 
since passed away. He is in business 
with his mama and his wife and his 
brother and his brother's wife. They all 
just worked hard. 

Whether you see Dicky Flatt at the 
PTA or whether you see him at the Boy 
Scouts or whether you see him at the 
Presbyterian Church, he never gets 
that blue ink off the end of his fingers, 
never, try as he may. 

So I said, "The Dicky Flatt test is as 
follows: You take the program, you 
look at it, then you think of people 
like Dicky Flatt and you ask a simple 
question. Will the benefits to be de-

rived by spending money on this pro
gram be worth taking the money away 
from Dicky Flatt and pay for it?" 

Let me tell you something. If we ap
plied the Dicky Flatt test this year, we 
not only could live within the 4.7-per
cent growth in domestic spending that 
this terrible cap has imposed on us, but 
we could live within it and give 10 or 15 
percent back starting with our own 
budget right here in the U.S. Congress. 
We could just start right here and start 
cutting back on the money we spend on 
ourselves and go from there. I think it 
would be remarkable what we could do. 

So, do I think it is some terrible, in
humane thing that, after having pock
eted this tax money, after having spent 
these defense cuts, that the time has 
now come for Congress to live up to the 
commitment to limit domestic spend
ing to 4.7 percent growth? Despite all 
the screams, squeals, and hollers, I do 
not think it is cruel and inhumane. I 
am ready to see us live up to it and set 
priorities by applying the Dicky Flatt 
test. I think when we do, we will find it 
is not so hard. 

Finally, before I yield the floor and 
go back to work, I want to congratu
late our colleague from New Mexico. 
PETE DOMENICI is one of the people 
around here that is serious about fiscal 
responsibility. Balancing the budget is 
like going to heaven. Everybody wants 
to do it; they just do not want to do 
what you have to do to make the trip. 
They want the credit for it, but they do 
not want to do it. 

PETE DOMENICI is one of the people 
around here that is a leader in doing it, 
in making the hard choices. I congratu
late him for fighting this effort. 

Last week our Democratic colleagues 
tried to raise taxes. The President ve
toed their bill. This week they are try
ing to break the budget caps so they 
can increase domestic spending. I pre
dict the President will not have to veto 
this bill. I do not believe our colleagues 
have the votes to pass it. And they do 
not have the votes to pass it because, 
one, when you say you are going to do 
something, people expect you to do it. 
That is an unusual standard here in 
Congress, but it is a standard applied 
in the country all the time, with good 
purpose and good result. 

I think we ought to hold Congress' 
feet to the fire and, if we want to re
duce defense, not spend up to the cap. 
I have my own priority as to what I 
want done with the money. I do not 
want it spent by Congress because I do 
not trust Congress. 

I have every faith in the American 
family. I am willing to let them have 
the peace dividend, and bet the future 
of America on them. I am not willing 
to bet the future of America on the 
U.S. Congress. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. GRAMM. Yes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Does the Senator 

from Texas have an opinion? I have 
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heard it said this afternoon that there 
are a number of groups in America that 
are urging us to tear down the wall, get 
rid of this cap. 

In fact, one of my friends on the 
other side of the aisle listed all of these 
names of these so-called influential 
people that wanted to get rid of the 
cap. Do you have an opinion as to 
whether that was something that was a 
matter of principle, or do you have a 
suspicion it might be something else? 

Mr. GRAMM. Well, my suspicion is 
that there are a lot of groups who want 
a bigger spot at the public trough. I 
think our problem is basically this: Ev
erybody who wants something for 
nothing from the Federal Government 
is looking over our left shoulder. When 
we vote this afternoon or tomorrow or 
whenever our colleagues finish talking, 
all these people are going to send out a 
letter and say, "PETE DOMENICI voted 
against us. We wanted this money and 
PETE DOMENICI denied it to us." 

That is their right. That is how our 
system works. The tragedy is that no
body is looking over the right shoulder 
sending out letters saying, "PETE Do
MENICI cared about the working people 
of this country and cared about the 
future." 

And one of the reasons we are going 
to get so many people who are going to 
respond to all of these hordes of people 
knocking on our door saying, "Give us 
somebody else's money," is because we 
do not have people as vigilant as they 
ought to be in going back, looking at 
the facts and telling the story. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I have one additional 
question, I say to my friend from 
Texas. First, let me say to him I appre
ciate the kind remarks. Frankly, he 
knows that I have great admiration 
and respect for him when it comes to 
fiscal policy and what we ought to do 
with economic policy. I am very 
pleased to say to him that I think he 
adds measurably to our efforts to do a 
better job for America here in the 
Senate. 

Having said that, I wonder if he 
might permit me to give him a fact 
pattern and see what he thinks the 
consequences and the result might be. 

All over America it is being said that 
the Soviet Union has changed dramati
cally, there is not even a Soviet Union 
left. There are some nuclear weapons 
around-a lot of them-and people are 
wondering what is going to happen 
over there in the former Soviet Union. 
Everybody is also saying, "Let's cut 
defense." I want to cut defense. You 
want to reduce defense. But we have 
been told that every time America has 
decided it is time to build down, we 
have done it wrong. We have been told 
that we build down without any order, 
without any common sense, and within 
a few years we are looking at what we 
did and we are having to build it back 
up because we have done it wrong, dis
orderly precipitously. I ask the Sen-

ator, does he think, under those cir
cumstances, the circumstances we have 
now-are we all trying to find out how 
do we rationally build down our 
defenses? 

If I were to list the entire array of 
domestic discretionary programs the 
Senator has enumerated that he would 
like to see increased, some of them 
that the President wanted to increase, 
I say to my friend, if I heard the list 
right, it is only a few ten's. There are 
2,600 programs. More programs that he 
did not mention, little ones and big 
ones, many that Americans never 
heard of. 

We have only gotten rid of three pro
grams in 12 years. The American people 
do not know that. They think we have 
been ravaging domestic programs. 
Right? Three in 12 years because many 
of them have eternal life. They have 
the halo. They are supposed to go on 
forever. 

Does the Senator think, under the 
circumstances I have described, if you 
take the wall down, you count the 
President out on defense spending, on 
how much we should spend and you put 
all discretionary appropriations in the 
same pool, competing? How does the 
Senator think, knowing the way we do 
things here, the defense of our country 
is apt to come out under those cir
cumstances? 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, there is 
no doubt about the fact that, if we take 
the caps off, domestic spending is going 
to skyrocket because that is where the 
votes are. If we take the caps off, de
fense, which has already. been cut by 
$170 billion over 5 years, is going to be 
absolutely decimated. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Plus $50 billion more 
that is in the President's recommenda
tion. 

Mr. GRAMM. That is right. So basi
cally what we are talking about here is 
that we already have established or
derly builddown in defense. The distin
guished Republican ranking member of 
the Budget Committee has said that he 
is willing to sit down and talk to peo
ple about some long-term agreement 
that would extend beyond this year to 
continue orderly process in defense. 

But my fear basically is this: We are 
not at the end of history. There will be 
more tyrants. Despite the best of diplo
macy, reason will fail. And when rea
son fails, we have to have an army, a 
navy, and an air force that do not fail. 
We have been down this road many 
times where we have disarmed Amer
ica, destroyed our investment, and we 
have come back in a few years and 
deeply regretted it. 

I think it is very important that we 
not allow it to happen this time 
around, and we can prevent it from 
happening by having an orderly process 
to plan it. Quite frankly, even without 
the concern about national security in 
the future, to go in now and just have 
dramatic reductions in defense, with no 

long-term plan, is going to put a very 
great hardship on the people that have 
dedicated their lives to keeping Ivan 
back from the gate. Whether they wear 
the uniform of the country or whether 
they work in the defense industry, they 
are going to have their lives disrupted 
and great hardship imposed on them. 

We are already in a situation where 
tens of thousands of them are out of 
work. We need an orderly process 
where we can look 5 years into the fu
ture and see what we are going to do. 
That is what the whole budget cap 
process was about. The President did 
not want to raise taxes. The President 
did not want to slash defense, but what 
the President got in return for the bar
gain was an agreement that we would 
control domestic spending, and that we 
would have an orderly builddown in de
fense. And what we have here today is 
to renege on the only part of the budg
et agreement that the President was 
for. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
know there are others who desire to 
speak. I want to say to some on my 
side of the aisle that I am most appre
ciative of their support in this regard. 
Many Senators on my side, and some 
on the other side, are concerned about 
the issue that is being discussed here. 
They do not take it very lightly that 
we take this cap down, and that there 
be some kind of an oral commitment 
that obviously we will not take money 
away from defense that they need. We 
do not know what that means; or we 
will set a new limit, a new cap, just 
leave it up to us; or we will give you 
some promise that we will have a new 
cap that the Defense Department can 
live with; just give us the extra money 
to spend. 

Well, Mr. President, frankly, it seems 
to this Senator that there is no just 
cause at this point to take savings 
from defense and spend it. There is 
only one just cause, and that is to re
duce defense to the levels that this 
Congress wants and that the President 
wants, and it can be lower than the 
caps. The caps only say you cannot 
spend the money somewhere else. We 
ought to take that overage and, from 
my standpoint, we ought to put it to 
deficit reduction. 

I have heard other proposals. I have 
heard the one made by my friend from 
Texas, and I am not even sure I support 
that at this point. I think we ought to 
make sure that we understand and care 
about the future of our children. Some 
educators have petitioned us to break 
this wall. They have been told by some 
that if we break it somebody will give 
them some more money. That is what 
they have been told. But they do that 
saying they are for children. 

Well, Mr. President, if we want to 
save our children, or save the economy 
for our children, or save jobs for our 
children, or save prosperity for our 
children, then we better start worrying 
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about the deficit. If there is a peace 
dividend beyond the $170 billion, which 
we already spent in the· 5-year agree
ment, we better live up to the deal that 
says if you cut defense more than these 
caps, put it on the deficit. 

Having said that, I do not want to 
leave false impressions on the discre
tionary appropriation. That is what we 
are talking about here today, the an
nual part of that budget that you vote 
on up or down here in 13 bills, includ
ing defense, foreign assistance, and a 
series of domestic appropriation bills. I 
do not stand here and say that this is 
what is breaking the budget and put
ting us into this severe deficit posture. 
However, I do say that the economic 
summit was fair on domestic pro
grams-! cited the numbers before-in 
order to get agreement. Some on our 
side of the aisle are complaining that 
too much was given to domestic discre
tionary. It went up more than 10 per
cent one year and more than 12 percent 
another year in budget authority. That 
was the concession to get the caps. 
That was the concession. 

We went there thinking we would 
freeze everything. That was the conces
sion to get an agreement. And now the 
agreement is to be broken, and some 
relationship is sought between the 
changes in the Soviet Union and break
ing this cap. 

Mr. President, what happened in the 
Soviet Union has nothing to do with 
this. This agreement had to do with 
how much we agreed to allocate to do
mestic spending. We are going to live 
up to that. Nobody has taken any of 
that away. The agreement said what 
you do not spend in defense, put it on 
the deficit. That was the deal. 

For those who are wondering about 
this bill, S. 2399, there is another inter
esting part to it. The occupant of the 
chair will remember that we have dis
cretionary spending in this 5-year 
agreement divided into foreign assist
ance, defense, and domestic spending 
caps. Well, it is interesting that the 
cap on foreign assistance is not sought 
to be changed. The bill leaves it in ef
fect. So we are saying we are going to 
treat foreign aid better than we treat 
defense in S. 2399. 

I do not think that is fair. If they are 
going to take the walls down, take 
them all down, and put all of the pro
grams in that pool of money to com
pete. 

Frankly, I do not want that to hap
pen. I am one who does not think ei
ther defense or foreign affairs, foreign 
assistance, gets a fair shake in that 
pool of resources to be used. It is pret
ty obvious, without repeating what I 
said a while ago, why. It is because 
there is never an end to what is needed 
in domestic spending, even if we have 
not looked at the program's value in 15 
years. There is just no end to its mag
netic pull on any resources that are 
around. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield on that point? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me conclude by 
saying to those who are wondering 
about debating this measure, we are 
debating this measure right now. We 
will vote tomorrow evening or the next 
day. I am hopeful that we will make it 
quick and decide that we are not g:oing 
to close off debate, which will just be a 
signal that we ought to get the bill off 
of the floor and start talking about 
something realistic, something which 
will impose some meaningful caps and 
add a couple more years to a realistic 
set of caps. 

Those who come here and say we 
ought to vote on this bill-when it has 
never had a hearing, never been to a 
committee-are those on the side of 
wanting to pit defense spending up 
against the array of domestic programs 
in difficult defense times. 

My last observation has to do with 
what was said by someone on the floor 
that has to do with economic incen
tives and stimulations and stimulating 
the economy. I do not believe there is 
a chance that Congress will come up 
with a conversion bill to use military 
expenditures in the civilian side of the 
American economy to do some stimu
lating and job creation. I do not believe 
we can come up with anything that 
will do the amount of good necessary 
to relieve the damage caused by dra
matically cutting defense will cause. 

I believe we have no way of figuring 
out how to help our military men and 
women get jobs and we want to cancel 
their contracts early. We want to close 
defense industries quicker because 
somebody is going to invent a proposal, 
put it in effect, that says use that 
money for economic prosperity. It will 
not happen. It will be sent right into a 
pool of money that will be competed 
for by the existing domestic programs, 
2,600 or 2,700 in nature that all get a lit
tle bit of it. 

I frankly do not believe it will have a 
thing to do with jobs and prosperity 
but the defense cuts will be on the neg
ative side. 

So, as I see it, the time is not now to 
pass this bill. The time is to sit down 
and talk with real understanding about 
some defense caps that we are going to 
need in 1993, 1994, and 1995, and clearly 
some adjustments should be made. 
That is what we ought to be talking 
about both for our domestic programs 
and for our military, and for those who 
have given their lives to the military, 
and those who have sacrificed and are 
part of that U.S. Defense Department. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, the dis

tinguished Senator from New Mexico 
has the credentials to speak on the 
question of the budget summit agree
ment. And I want to say in behalf of 
the distinguished ranking member 

from New Mexico, he is consistent. He 
has been steadfast in his support of the 
summit agreement that was worked 
out about 18 months ago. 

So, he comes to this debate, I must 
say, with clean hands. There is an old 
saying in equity, that he who comes 
into equity must come there with clean 
hands. 

The same cannot be said for others 
who have entered into this debate. We 
heard the distinguished junior Senator 
from Texas a moment ago deliver his 
characteristic ideologic partisan mes
sage. Many of us have heard this so 
many times that we can almost quote 
the refrain about Havana, Cuba, et 
cetera. Of course, this is not a debate 
about Havana, or Bucharest, or East 
Berlin. This is a debate about the Unit
ed States of America and what is to be 
done about it and what we do to meet 
and solve our problems. 

Just let me make this point: Our 
friend from Texas a moment ago was 
saying a deal is a deal is a deal. I will 
say for the Senator from New Mexico 
he went out there and he negotiated on 
that budget summit agreement. He did 
not like everything in it and neither 
did I. But he came back here and he 
voted for it, and he supported it, and he 
stuck up for it all down the line, and it 
has cost him something along the way. 
I happen to know that and I respect 
him for what he did. 

But just a few days ago an amend
ment was offered here on the floor by 
the Senior Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KASTEN] to cut taxes and to pay 
for that tax cut by a cut in domestic 
discretionary spending, a clear viola
tion of a most important part of that 
budget summit agreement, the pay-as
you-go mechanism. That is the heart of 
it. If you rip that out you rip the guts 
of it out. You can come in here and cut 
taxes. You do not have to pay for it; 
just put it on the deficit. Raise an enti
tlement program. You do not have to 
pay for it; put it on the deficit. 

Thirty-five Senators on the other 
side of the aisle, including our friend 
from Texas who stood on this floor a 
moment ago saying a deal is a deal is 
a deal and you should not renege on it, 
voted to rip the guts out of a pay-as
you-go section of this budget agree
ment. 

If they had had their way, if he had 
had his way, you would simply come in 
here and offer an amendment. We are 
going to cut taxes by $30 billion, and, 
oh, by the way we do not have to pay 
for it, just put it on the tab, put it on 
the deficit. Let somebody else's 
grand kids pay for it. 

So much for a deal is a deal is a deal. 
Then much was made about: Let us 

give it to the American family. That is 
what I am for. I am for the American 
family. I am for the family, and I am 
for apple pie, and I am for the Amer
ican flag. 
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Well, who is not? Some of us grow 

weary of hearing that pedestrian ap
proach to problems of this country. 

If you are for the family, you had an 
opportunity to vote for them just the 
other day. The distinguished senior 
Senator from Texas brought a tax bill 
to this floor and it provided for a tax 
cut for middle-income Americans who 
have been paying the bills and pulling 
the wagon, as some like to say, for the 
past 10 or 12 years. 

I know some dismissed that tax cut 
as inconsequential. But the facts are 
that for the median-income American 
family for a family of four, husband 
and wife and 2 children, making $32,000 
a year, that was a $600 tax reduction, a 
20-percent reduction in that family of 
four's tax liability. That is $600, and a 
20-percent reduction for a man and a 
wife struggling to make it with 2 chil
dren on $32,000 a year. That $600 may 
not seem like much here in Washing
ton, DC., but I will tell you it is quite 
a bit in Gallitin, TN, and I bet it is 
quite a bit in some of the small towns 
and areas in the State of Texas. 

Let me tell you what else the distin
guished senior Senator from Texas, the 
chairman of the Senate Finance Com
mittee, did. He brought in that middle
class tax cut, and he paid for every 
dime of it. He did not increase that def
icit by a penny. And how did he do it? 
He did it by raising the revenues from 
the richest people in this country, with 
the surtax on millionaires. Those are 
the ones who benefited from the poli
cies of the last 12 years. We know who 
got wealthy over the past 12 years. And 
the American people know it. And the 
hard-pressed middle-income wage earn
er knows it. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SASSER. I yield for a question. 
Mr. SARBANES. Our colleagues on 

the other side like to refer to the meas
ure that was before us that the Presi
dent vetoed as the tax increase bill. 
They have been spreading that kind of 
description. Is it not correct that the 
only taxes increased in that bill were 
taxes on people in top 1 percent in this 
country, the very richest people in the 
country? 

Mr. SASSER. The distinguished Sen
ator from Maryland is right. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
want to make it very clear that I rec
ognize that there was a tax increase on 
people whose incomes are in the top 1 
percent of the population. But that was 
in order to obtain the revenues with 
which to give a tax break to middle-in
come people, to fund investment tax 
incentives, and to reduce the deficit. 
That is what that bill was all about. 
So, what has happened for some reason, 
which I do not understand, is our col
leag~· s are desperate to protect the 
top percent of the income scale from 
payi , g a little additional taxes so they 
carr more of their fair share. They are 

the ones who have gotten these enor
mous breaks over the last decade, and 
have had incredible escalation in their 
income. 

Mr. SASSER. Well, the Senator is 
quite correct. 

I see our friend from Colorado on the 
floor, and I want to yield to him in just 
a moment. 

But at the same time that we are 
hearing these discussions about con
cern over the deficit-oh, something 
must be done about the deficit. If we 
let these walls come down, they will 
just simply increase the deficit with 
their spending. The same individuals 
who are making that argument just a 
few days ago voted for a tax package 
offered by the administration, offered 
by the President, that would have in
creased the deficit by $30 billion over 5 
years-$30 billion over 5 years. And al
most every individual on the other side 
of the aisle voted for it, including the 
junior Senator from Texas, who has ex
pressed such great concern about the 
deficit on the floor of this Chamber 
just a few minutes ago. 

With regard to my friend from New 
Mexico who has departed the floor now, 
I respect his statements about the 
budget. I respect his statements about 
concern for the deficit. But when you 
come into a court of equity, you must 
come in with clean hands to discuss 
these matters. And it is questionable 
as to whether some of these allegations 
that have been made on the floor here 
this afternoon should really be taken 
seriously in view of that old maxim of 
equity. 

Well, I see our distinguished col
league from Colorado on the floor, Mr. 
WIRTH, a very valuable member of the 
Senate Budget Committee. I say to the 
Presiding Officer, and also a member of 
the Armed Services Committee, and 
very knowledgeable in his own right 
not just about budgetary matters but 
also about military spending and mili
tary budgets. 

I like to yield to my friend from Col
orado. 

Mr. WIRTH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Colorado. 
Mr. WIRTH. Thank you, Mr. Presi

dent. 
I thank the distinguished chairman 

of the Budget Committee for his kind 
comments. 

I might just add a footnote to the 
earlier discussion about the equity in 
the previous tax bill that was vetoed 
by the President. It is my understand
ing-! say to the chairman of the Budg
et Committee, if I might ask him a 
question-and it was reported at exten
sive length in the national news media, 
that personal income over the country 
in the last decade went up some $850 
billion and about 77 percent of that, I 
understand, went to people in the top 1 
percent of wage earners. We had in
come growth in the country over the 

last decade, but it was skewed way at 
the top of the income scale. And one 
casualty of this was the notion of 
equity. 

Is that the Senator's understanding? 
Mr. SASSER. Well, that was my un

derstanding. The tax bill that was ad
vanced by the distinguished senior Sen
ator from Texas, [Mr. BENTSEN] was a 
tax bill to try to redress some of the 
inequities in the Tax Code that had oc
curred during the decade of the 1980's, 
in which the middle class saw their 
taxes actually increase in real terms, 
and those in the upper brackets saw 
their taxes decrease by 18 percent; 
while at the same time the top 1 per
cent in wealth in this country during 
the decade of the 1980's was capturing 
60 to 70 percent of the economic 
growth, and the remaining 80 percent, 
down in the middle, were left to scram
ble for 6 percent growth that was left
over. 

Mr. WIRTH. I thank the chairman. I 
thought that was correct. It is a fun
damental issue of fairness. 

Mr. SYMMS. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. WIRTH. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I have 

been listening to this debate in my of
fice and here on the floor. I would just 
like to ask either the Senator from 
Colorado or the distinguished chairman 
of the committee, if this tax bill that 
they talk about it so wonderful, why is 
it that in the other body, the veto to 
override that took place today, 215 
voted "no" and 211 voted "yes"? It 
seems the Democrats in the House do 
not share the same point of view that 
the distinguished chairman has. 

Do you have any explanation for 
that? 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I cannot 
speak for what the motivations of peo
ple in the other body are. I thought 
that we had a basic commitment to 
fairness in the United States, and that 
is one of the fundamental themes that 
I believe most Americans are commit
ted to and that we ought to continue to 
advocate no matter what the rhetoric 
is surrounding that at the other end of 
Pennsylvania Avenue or from the other 
side of the aisle. 

But what we are talking about today, 
Mr. President, is not about taxes. Some 
of it is about fairness, but not as bla
tantly. What we are talking about here 
is a budget. What we are talking about 
here are the values. We are talking 
about values. 

What I am going to talk about most
ly this afternoon, Mr. President, is one 
basic idea-who is for kids and who is 
just kidding. Who is going to make a 
commitment to future generations in 
this country or who is just going to 
talk about it. 

Today, a Russian cosmonaut is re
turning to Earth after spending 10 
months in space. But the Earth he is 
returning to is not the same one that 
he left behind. 
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When he left, he left behind the So

viet Union, a Communist country. The 
existence of that country and the 
threat it implied has determined our 
entire military strategy and posture 
since World War II. Every decision on 
the size, structure, and armament of 
our armed services has been made with 
an eye toward the Kremlin and the 
leadership and agenda it housed. 

For all of our adult lifetime, every 
Member of this body and every voting 
American practically has had his or 
her values, goals, sense of America, 
sense of our shared values outlined by 
the confrontation with the Soviet 
Union. 

But today, Mr. President, that domi
nating, defining phenomenon is over. 
The cosmonaut is not returning to the 
Soviet Union. He is not returning to 
his hometown of Leningrad. The Soviet 
Union is gone, Leningrad is now once 
again St. Petersburg and the Soviet 
Communists have been replaced with 
reform-minded leaders determined to 
guide the new Commonwealth of Inde
pendent States into a new era of de
mocracy and a free-market commerce. 

The world has changed. Defense 
goals, therefore, must changed, and we 
must change. We must change. But we 
are hearing enormous resistance-some 
people are acting as if the world is still 
as it was in 1980's. We know that gen
erals still fight the least war. It sees to 
me, we are seeing a lot of the Congress 
trying to fight the last war, as well. 

At the end of 1990, in the closing days 
of 101st Congress, we passed a Budget 
Enforcement Act. I voted against it. 
While I supported some of the new dis
cipline called for in that law, I could 
not rationale the need to protect de
fense spending at a time when the So
viet Union was undergoing such pro
found changes. What we said in that 
act is we are going to stick, no matter 
what happens to the threat, we are 
going to stick with a designated pot of 
money, and build walls around it and 
tlien be able to spend it. Clearly, it 
seemed to me-and I think distin
guished occupant of the chair was in 
agreement with that-we needed to 
maintain our flexibility in responding 
to the rapidly shifting international 
conditions. Today, that is more so than 
ever before. The Soviet Union is gone 
but we are still locked in the spending 
pattern set up when it existed. 

Let me point this out in chart form, 
if I might, Mr. President. 

What is illustrated here, Mr. Presi
dent, is the pattern of national defense 
spending since the Second World War. 
We can see here how defense spending 
went up during Korea, defense spending 
went up during Vietnam, and defense 
spending ramped up with the Reagan 
buildup in 1980's. By peacetime norm, 
when we were not at war but during 
the cold war, we were spending $233 bil
lion a year. 

We increased spending for the con
flict in Korea, we increased for Viet-

nam, and we increased with the Reagan 
buildup. The peacetime cold war aver
age-and these are numbers from the 
Congressional Budget Office; there is 
no disagreement with these numbers
the peacetime cold war average defense 
spending was $233 billion in constant 
1993 dollars. These are constant dollars, 
all put into 1993 dollars; $233 billion 
during the cold war, which we had at 
that point to defend against a unified 
and militarized Soviet Union, Warsaw 
Pact, Red China, and countless other 
threats, including North Korea, Cuba, 
the Middle East, and so on. 

President Bush calls for defense 
spending in fiscal year 1993 of $281 bil
lion. He calls for a gradual downsizing 
of defense to $252 billion by 1997. The 
cold war is over, but the Bush adminis
tration response is a 3-percent annual 
cut in defense spending. 

Under the Bush plan, the United 
States will still be spending $19 billion 
more in 1997 on defense than the cold 
war peacetime average. After their so
called builddown, at the end of 1997, 
they are going to be spending $252 bil
lion, and the cold war norm, the cold 
war average, peacetime average, is $233 
billion. To do what? What are we going 
to defend America against, spending 
more than we were at the height of the 
cold war? I'll tell you what-General 
Powell told us last year, "I am down to 
Castro and Kim 11 Song. 

Let us look at this in another way 
with this other chart, if I might, Mr. 
President. Here we have different budg
et paths right here. We have, if you 
look at this, the peacetime average
this line that goes straight across 
here-in 1993 dollars. This is what we 
spent during the peacetime of the cold 
war. 

Remember, this was a spike-up in 
Korea, a spike-up in Vietnam, a ramp
up for the Reagan defense buildup. But 
during the height of the cold war, with
out those hostilities, we were spending 
$233 billion a year. 

Can we trim some more? Let us look 
at what happens here. President Bush 
is the top line coming down here. He 
does not even get down to the peace
time cold war average in 5 years. This 
is out to 1997, from the President's 
budget. The cold war is over, and we 
have not even gotten down to where we 
were at the height of the cold war. 

Mr. SASSER. Will the Senator yield 
for a question on that? 

Mr. WIRTH. I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. SASSER. As I understand the 

Senator's chart, what we are seeing 
here is the Senator took an average of 
all of the military spending during the 
cold war period? 

Mr. WIRTH. One correction; I did not 
do this. It is the General Accounting 
Office and Congressional Budget Office 
who did this. We asked them to do it. 

Mr. SASSER. I see. But now that the 
cold war is over and the old Soviet 
Union is no more and has collapsed, we 

find ourselves, on the administration's 
military spending pattern in 1997, still 
at a higher level in military spending 
than the peacetime cold war average, 
even though the Soviet Union is no 
more? 

Mr. WIRTH. Yes. The cold war is 
over. And we will still be spending 
nearly $20 billion a year more than we 
were at the height of the cold war, in 
1997. 

Will the Senator tell me how to ex
plain that to the American public who 
are proud of the sacrifice that was 
made for 50 years during the cold war. 
We invested trillions of dollars of 
scarce national treasure to defend the 
West, our democratic institutions and 
free markets, against the Warsaw Pact, 
the Soviet Union, the cold war, the 
Berlin Wall-today all gone. But we are 
still going to be spending more under 
the administration plan than we were 
at height of the cold war. 

Let me tell you a story. In 1961, I was 
a private in the Army. The Berlin Wall 
went up and we thought we were going 
to war. We thought we were going to be 
in a land war in Europe. We were mobi
lizing and getting ready to go in the 
fall of 1961. It was a searing experience 
for all of us in the military at that 
time. 

Thirty years later, to show you how 
the world has changed generationally 
and in thought patterns, my kids were 
sitting on top of that same Berlin Wall 
at a Pink Floyd concert with kids from 
Eastern Europe, Western Europe, the 
United States, the old Soviet Union, all 
there, hundreds of thousands gathered 
in this rejoicing of the collapse of the 
Berlin Wall. What a shift in 30 years. 
They know that. All those young peo
ple know that. And they all look at us 
and say: What are you all doing? 

And that is a good question. What are 
we doing to their future by continuing 
at this level? 

Let me point out one other item. If, 
in fact, we did just a little more ration
al budgeting-let us look at the pro
posal offered by our good friend, the 
Senator from Nebraska, Senator ExoN. 
Senator EXON is also a valued member 
of the Budget Committee; sits next to 
Senator NUNN, as the ranking Demo
crat on the Armed Services Commit
tee. And he has been very tough in 
standing for a strong defense. He has 
held the line, really pushed it very 
hard, and today has said what we ought 
to do. 

What did Senator EXON, from my 
neighboring State of Nebraska, sug
gest? What has he suggested leads us to 
this blue line coming right down here. 
Senator ExoN has proposed a cut to 
$272 billion for fiscal year 1993. We drew 
his line to 1997. Why do we not at least, 
by 1997, get back to the cold war aver
age? Starting from his number we still 
do not even go below the cold war aver
age, which incidentally I think we 
ought to do. Senator EXON, an expert 
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in defense, points out there is ample 
room to cut. There is no question 
about it. 

He says let us return to the same de
fense spending level as under Presi
dents Nixon and Ford. What might one 
do to get there? Is this a radical 
change? 

One, do we need to keep 150,000 troops 
in Europe? Do we need to do that? I do 
not think so, any more than the Euro
peans need to be stationing troops in 
the United States. It does not make 
any sense. Threats are coming down. 
We are spending nearly $1.3 billion a 
year-Senator PRYOR has pointed this 
out over and over and over again-$1.3 
billion a year recruiting new soldiers 
when, at the same time, we are reduc
ing our forces. Does that make a lot of 
sense? 

The General Accounting Office esti
mates we could supply inventory pur
chases by up to $5 billion, and we all 
saw the "60 Minutes" program on those 
huge warehouses full of materiel. Sen
ator BYRD from West Virginia spoke 
about this on any number of occasions. 
B-2 bombers and advanced tactical 
fighters yield billions of dollars in 
savings. 

We are no longer in the nuclear arms 
business, but the administration wants 
$500 million more for nuclear testing. 
We ought to be going the other way 
and having a moratorium on testing, if 
we are interested in nonproliferation, if 
we are interested in making sure that 
the world becomes a safer place. Let us 
have a moratorium on nuclear testing, 
not an expansion of it. 

Senator EXON has outlined a very re
sponsible and reasonable proposal. In 
my opinion, it is a de minimis proposal 
to cut defense spending in fiscal year 
1993. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
the end of my remarks a little more de
tail on Senator ExoN's proposal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, Senator 

EXON is also aware of proposals the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. GLENN] and I 
are putting together on defense conver
sion. We have a lot of work to do, 
which I think is only going on up here 
on the Hill taking on the responsibility 
for examining the impact on the De
fense Department of these inter
national changes that are going to 
occur-the impact on communities and 
work forces and businesses, and so on. 
We have a responsibility, there is room 
for that, also, in Senator ExoN's num
bers. 

Let us be honest and thoughtful and 
careful about this very significant con
version activity. At a lot of these 
plants, like the Rocky Flats plant in 
Colorado, which is going to close down, 
we have people who have committed 
their whole lives to defense. They 

ought to be treated like veterans. We 
ought to be sure that transition for 
them is there. We have tremendous 
conversion problems. 

Defense is an insurance policy. The 
risk is vastly reduced. And now it is 
time to cut the premium. 

America must remain strong and se
cure. But assuming the role of globocop 
is unnecessary and unaffordable. We 
cannot be strong abroad and weak at 
home. That is what this debate is all 
about. How we are going to maintain a 
much better balance of America as po
liceman around the world, as very 
strong around the globe, with what ev
erybody understands is significant 
weakness at home. 

Economists from all across the board 
have said the investments that had to 
be made in our economy in the past, 
that made our economy strong, are 
lacking today. For the last decade, we 
have, as symptom of disinvestment 
here at home, shortchanged our chil
dren's education while saddling them 
with debt accumulated by a decade of 
huge deficits. 

We must invest in education, in child 
health and nutrition, in research and 
development, and infrastructure. Our 
failure to do so carries a terrible, ter
rible price. Not only are we not adding 
value to that pair of American hands 
and moving, if we do not do that, right 
into economic disaster internationally, 
but if a pair of American hands is com
peting hand on hand with a pair of 
hands in Mexico or a pair of hands in 
Taiwan or a pair of hands in Hong Kong 
or a pair of hands in Bangladesh, we 
lose. That is a direct invitation to the 
decline in America's standard of living 
and our economic power base. We have 
to add value to those hands. And the 
way in which we add value to those 
hands is through education. 

The key place in the budget where 
these programs are so important are in 
the section of the budget called domes
tic discretionary. Let me show another 
chart, if I might, Mr. President. This 
chart talks about where the budget has 
gone in the last 10 years, a quite re
markable figure. It is a pie chart rep
resenting the Federal budget for fiscal 
year 1981, and a pie chart 10 years later 
for fiscal year 1991. 

Let us look at the difference. In 1981, 
we know the proportion of the budget 
dedicated to defense has declined from 
22 to 20.6 percent, but our economy bas 
grown significantly. We know the 
amount of defense expenditures pointed 
out in the earlier chart in real terms 
have gone up significantly ·in real dol
lars. As far as Social Security and Med
icare, people say we have had this huge 
explosion of entitlements, from 25 to 26 
percent. That size of the pie remains 
about the same. The other entitle
ments programs-retirement programs, 
Government service and so on-have in 
fact gone down from 19 to 17 percent. 

Where we have seen huge changes are 
in three areas, Mr. President, and that 

is what this debate is all about, prior
ities and values. First, we have seen 
growing net interest, going up from 9 
to 13 percent. It has increased about 50 
percent. We have seen the so-called 
Reaganomics program where we dra
matically cut taxes, dramatically in
crease spending and say we can balance 
the budget at the same time. Wrong. 
The debt has gone from $1 to $4 trillion 
in 12 short years. 

What do we have to do with that? We 
have to pay interest on the debt, and as 
Ross Perot said so clearly, you only 
have to pay interest on that debt, those 
notes are coming due in the next 4, 5 
years, and 60 percent of that debt has 
to be redone. You have 60 percent in
crease of interest on the debt. 

What else is in here, Mr. President? 
Let me show you another item that is 
in here that is starkly surprising. If 
you look up at 1981, there is nothing 
here that says deposit insurance. We 
did not have any failed financial insti
tutions; banks were not going down the 
chute, S&L's were not going down the 
chute. But one of the glories of 
Reaganomics was deregulation of the 
savings and loan institutions, and as 
we look at fiscal year 1991, deposit in
surance is taking up 7.1 percent of Fed
eral spending. 

No wonder the budget is being 
squeezed. Eleven percent plus of this 
budget is going for nothing. It is going 
to pay interest on the debt which does 
not build a school; it does not build a 
hospital; it does not pave a highway; it 
does not research fiber optics or invest 
in plant and equipment. Interest on the 
debt is probably, more than anything 
else, a massive income transfer in the 
United States. And then there is de
posit insurance, which is another mas
sive income transfer in the United 
States in which the average taxpayer is 
bailing out people who were engaged in 
these institutions and did very well for 
themselves. And I think that there are 
some very significant equity questions 
in there. 

We not only have that "fairness" 
issue of who benefits from these huge 
investments that never happened be
fore, but also let us look at the issue of 
values again, domestic discretionary, 
what everybody wants: schools, hos
pitals, training, housing, highways. Do
mestic discretionary has gone down 
from 23 percent of the budget to 15 per
cent of the budget. 

The program that we need for the fu
ture strength and growth of this coun
try, for our ability to compete around 
the world have gone down by 8 percent. 

What has happened to us, Mr. Presi
dent, and why are we in such trouble? 
There is effectively at least a 20-per
cent gap in our budget. We are paying 
4 percent of the budget more for inter
est on the debt because of this Reagan
omics business; we are paying more 
than 8 percent on deposit insurance. 
That is nearly 12 percent right out of 
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there doing nothing, and we have an 8- about how much it would cost. If you 
percent drop in domestic discretionary. enrolled three out of those other four 
No wonder we are in trouble. Our prior- children in Head Start, it would cost a 
ities are all wrong. It shows what has little less than $2.2 billion a year. That 
happened and what has happened in is a lot of money. We can enroll every 
particular, Mr. President, in education. Head Start child 3-, 4-, and 5-year-old 
The support for education has gone in Head Start for $2.2 billion a year, all 
from 2.5 percent of the budget in 1981 to of them. We know that is a good in-
1.8 percent and it is dropping; 2.5 per- vestment. 
cent to 1.8. It is cut by a factor of al- What kind of tradeoffs are we talking 
most a third. about in a real way? Let me give some 

Discretionary programs and as a part examples. The increase requested last 
of those, education are the most impor- year by the President for star wars was 
tant programs for us all. $2.5 billion. Many of us believe that we 

On the final chart, Mr. President, let ought to do a research program there, 
me illustrate in greater detail what is but not a massive deployment pro
happening in the support of education. gram. The cost, Mr. President, of the 
In the area of education, if we were advanced tactical fighter, which is de
just to keep funding at the 1981 Federal signed to take on advanced stealthy 
level, we would have gone from $14.4 technology fighters from the old Soviet 
billion to $33 billion over this period of Union, would cost about $2.2 billion. 
time, if education had maintained its What kinds of priorities do we want? 
share of the budget from 1981 when we What does the American public want us 
were making significant investments to be investing in? Head Start is just 
in our country's future before passing one example. 
Gramm-Latta in 1981, before all of the For a modest amount of money in 
so-called wonderful Reaganomics budg- teacher training, Mr. President, we can 
et cuts, where we cut into the sinew of have an enormous amount of leverage 
our investment programs. No new through the whole system. 
widgets, no new social engineering, as Everybody on this floor as well has 

talked about the need to change our 
it is called, whatever it may be; just schools, to reform our institutions. One 
make that commitment. We would be 
up here at $33 billion. of the places where you start is, one, 

What has happened? Reality is in helping teachers to cope with these 
vast new demands that are made upon 

struggling to keep this support alive, them; helping teachers to retool for the 
seen in the square boxes. We are down 21st century to teach kids for the 21st 
by $9 billion in what the Congress has 
done, and under this line, is the Presi- century and, Mr. President, helping 

kids to feel good about themselves. 
dent's budget request, which was sig- What we used to do was provide 
nificantly lower than the congressional teachers the opportunity to go to sum
spending levels. Presidents Reagan and mer retraining programs. In the 1960's 
Bush wanted to invest significantly and 1970's, we did an enormous amount 
less, and requested significantly less under the aegis of the National Defense 
from the Congress. This is where we . Education Act and others. we gave 
would be with constant spending, and teachers the opportunity to go through 
this is what we managed to maintain summer programs. It was a very small 
in the Congress; this is what these ad- investment and a very big return. Al
ministrations wanted to do. most all of that has been wiped out. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, will the Those are the kinds of things that we 
Senator yield for a question? ought to be doing, Mr. Pres!dent, and 

Mr. WIRTH. Let me finish and then I we are not doing. 
will be happy to yield to the distin- That is what this debate is all about. 
guished Senator from Idaho. This debate is all about if we are going 

For example, what kinds of things to be serious about the problems of the 
have gone on? Despite 25 years of prov- country and make investments in the 
en success, not even 30 percent of Head future of the country or, as we have 
Start eligible kids are enrolled in Head done in the past, are we going to con
Start. We know after 25 years of work tinue to starve it? 
that this program succeeds. Kids who Mr. President, it would be my fervent 
have been through Head Start have hope that we are going to be able to 
much better life chances. Their oppor- break down these walls and be able to 
tunities to graduate from high school increase the investments in the future 
and get and keep a job are significantly of the country. That is what this de
better. And yet we talk about Head bate is all about. Some of that is, yes, 
Start, the President talks about Head fairness. But more important, it is a 
Start, probably every Member of this question of values and judgment. Are 
body and the other one has talked we going to make these kinds of invest
about Head Start. So you think Head ments in our own future, in our eco
Start is funded? Is it? Wrong. nomic health and our own ability to 

Only one child in four who is eligible compete around the world, or are we 
for Head Start goes through a Head going to continue this kind of very 
Start program. One child in four, Mr. post-cold war, nonthinking about 
President. The argument is made that defense? 
we do not have the money to put all We have to break down these walls. 
these kids in Head Start. Let us think We have to exercise our judgment and 

change a deal that we made in 1990, at 
a time when the cold war was still on, 
the Soviet Union was still there, that 
cosmonaut was about to go up, coming 
from old Leningrad, going up into the 
air and representing the Soviet Union. 
He is now down; he has come back; the 
Soviet Union is no more; his hometown 
of Leningrad is now St. Petersburg. He 
comes home to change. In the United 
States of America, it is time for us to 
come home, Mr. President, and recog
nize that we ought to be making these 
investments right here in our own 
backyard. 

Mr. President, I promised the Sen
ator from Idaho I would yield to him. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator for yielding, and I appre
ciate his point of view and comments. 
But the question continues to occur to 
this Senator, as I see him make his 
pitch for more money for education, 
will the Senator not agree with me 
that one of the best Government school 
systems that has ever been established 
in the history of the universe is that of 
the U.S. military? The military has 
provided training for aviation mechan
ics, truck drivers, engineers, computer 
operators, and many other fields. 

The military is an incredible edu
cational tool to put productive citizens 
back into our society. With what does 
he suggest we replace it? 

Mr. WIRTH. We are not talking 
about dismantling the military. I hope 
the Senator from Idaho is not suggest
ing for a minute we are going to dis
mantle the military. It is going to be 
downsized. The Senator from Idaho 
knows that, so do I, so does most of the 
American public. The question is how 
much are we going to downsize it? 

It is a training exercise. It is a train
ing function. The military has done 
that. It has also provided a lot of jobs. 
But the primary purpose of the mili
tary, Mr. President, is not jobs. If we 
want to have a jobs program, let us 
launch and fund a jobs program. The 
function of the military has spilled out 
and there has been some productive 
education. But if we want to have an 
education program, let us fund an edu
cation program. 

There are some spinoffs that have 
been very valuable from the military, 
no question about it. And some of 
those are going to remain. I believe the 
single most important thing for us to 
do is to fund education and fund edu
cation in all its diversity and all its 
richness in the United States of 
America. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair for 
recognizing me earlier, and I yield the 
floor. 

EXHIBIT 1 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, March 18, 1992. 

Hon. SAM NUNN, 
Chairman, Senate Armed Services Committee, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SAM: I am writing you to express my 

thoughts about the upcoming debate on the 
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level of defense spending for Fiscal Year 1993. 
I believe it is important that the Senate 
Armed Services Committee provide to the 
Senate Budget Committee its opinion as to 
the appropriate level of spending. As you 
have noted on many occasions, a number of 
budget cut proposals have been made in both 
the Senate and the House-by Democrats 
and Republicans alike-targeting savings 
greater than the President's proposed cuts 
through Fiscal Year 1997. 

Many of these suggested budget cut plans, 
however, are short on specifics or fail to tie 
the reductions in our military forces to its 
ability to meet the security threat, the na
ture of which is changing for the better, but 
which has not as of yet clarified. With this in 
mind, I believe it is presumptuous to address 
defense spending levels beyond the upcoming 
year. Our challenge is to come up with a re
sponsible Pentagon budget for Fiscal Year 
1993 given the state of world events as we 
know them. The last three years should 
teach us that extended planning, though es
sential to our force planning, is a crude tool 
when it comes to defense budgeting. We can 
project some outyears for spending to meet 
budget requirements but they should be 
clearly identified as "guesstimates" only to 
be formalized later after our committee com
pletes in 1992 an in-depth study for the out
years. 

My analysis of the President's 1993 defense 
budget convinces me that greater savings 
can be realized without harming our mili
tary's ability to meet our security needs. 
Below I outline with specificity where size
able savings can be obtained without cutting 
into the muscle of our forces. If my 1993 de
fense spending plan is open to criticism, it 
would be that it is too cautious, too conserv
ative. I propose that we can responsibly cut 
the budget by $8.8 billion in Budget Author
ity and $4.2 billion in Outlays through mod
est reductions. These are cuts even some
what more than the House recommenda
tions. Generally, as you will see in more de
tail later, I've been cautious so as to provide 
a comfort factor when considering these 
spending cuts. But as you know, many of the 
proposals that will be offered in the Budget 
Committee will be in excess of my suggested 
cuts. I believe that unless the approximate 
level of cuts I am suggesting is endorsed by 
you and Senator Warner, then our commit
tee recommendation will quickly become ir
relevant. My plan, I believe, stands a good 
chance of receiving support in the Budget 
Committee as a workable compromise after 
the President's plan and much higher cut 
numbers are voted down. 

PROPOSED AND SUGGESTED SPENDING LEVELS 

Bush-1993 Aspin!House- Exon-1993 
1993 

Budget Out- Budget Budget Out-Author- Out- author-
ily lays author- lays ily lays 

ity 

000 ...... .................. 267.6 272.8 259.2 269.0 
00[ ····· ····· ······· ······· 13.3 13.1 12.9 12.7 

Total 280.9 285.9 274.9 282.1 272.1 281.7 

COMPARISON OF CUT LEVELS 

Budget Below Below author- Cut Bush Outlays Cut Bush ity 

Bush ........................ 280.9 8.0 285.9 5.2 
Aspin/House ............. 274.9 14.0 6.0 282.1 9.0 3.8 
Exon ......................... 272.1 16.8 8.8 281.7 9.4 4.2 

ACCOUNT COMPARISON OF BUSH AND EXON PLANS 

Account Bush budg
et authority 

Proposed Exon budget 
cuts authority 

Military personnel ..................... 77.1 0.8 76.3 
Operations/maintenance ........... 84.5 .9 83.6 
Procurement .............................. 54.4 4.4 50.0 
RDT&E ............. .... .. ................ .... 38.8 2.1 36.7 
Military construction ................. 6.2 .I 6.1 
Family housing ... .. .................. ... 4.0 .I 3.9 
Revolving funds transfer .......... 2.0 2.0 
All other .................. ....... .. ......... .6 .6 

---------------------000 total ..................... 267.6 8.4 259.2 
DOE total ................................... 13.3 .4 12.9 

National defense total 280.9 8.8 272.1 

THE EXON PLAN: WHAT IT DOES AND DOESN'T 
CUT 

No cuts are taken in any of the services' 
top ten most expensive programs (totalling 
about $28 billion), which are shown below 
with their 1993 budgets: 

Services' top 10 fiscal year 1993 programs/ 
[Cost in m1111ons of then-year dollars] 

Army: 
RAH-06 .................................... .. 
UH--00 ....................................... . 
ASM ........................................ .. 
FHTV ...................................... .. 
FMTV ..................................... .. 
Longbow engine ...................... .. 
HMMWV ................................. .. 
Sincgars ................................... . 
MLRS launchers ...................... . 
ATACMS .................................. . 

Total ..................................... . 

Navy 
DDG-51 ..................................... . 
F/A-18 ..................................... .. 
F/A-18E/F ................................ .. 
Trident II ................................. . 
Carrier .................................... .. 
E/A-6B ...................................... . 
CH/MH-53E .............................. .. 
Tomahawk ............................... . 
Fltsatcom ............................... .. 
T-45 .......................................... . 

Total .................................... .. 

Air Force 
B-2 ........................................... . 
C-17 .......................................... . 
ATF (F-22) ............................... . 
Milstar .................................... .. 
F-16 ......................................... .. 
Amraam ................................... . 
Jstars ....................................... . 
Titan IV .................................. .. 
Navstar GPS ............................ . 
DSP .......................................... . 

Total .................................... .. 
1 Includes procurement and R&D programs. 

$443.0 
428.3 
367.2 
315.7 
291.1 
281.8 
229.5 
223.2 
217.2 
188.3 

2,985.3 

3,369.6 
1,808.6 
1,079.7 

986.8 
832.2 
530.0 
513.1 
404.2 
326.0 
303.5 

10,153.7 

4,028.0 
3,142.0 
2,224.0 
1,552.0 

901.0 
773.0 
744.0 
525.0 
509.0 
413.0 

14,811.0 

Some modernization and replacement is 
delayed. A review of the hundreds of pro
grams and line items contained in the Pro
curement account reveals that many of these 
line items (i.e. approximately 150) have 
major increases over the last year's budget 
ranging from 20--30 percent to over 800 per
cent. The $4.4 billion cut in Procurement 
doesn't require every item in the budget to 
hold to last year's levels (note the above in
creases); rather, it shows how much can be 
cut from smaller dollar amount programs 
which have huge increases in their budgets. 
This is a modest proposal, one that could be 
enlarged if the big-dollar weapons programs 
were pared to some degree. 

SDI is cut by $1 billion from S5.312B down 
to S4.312B, higher still than last year's 

$4.116B. Much more can be-and likely, will 
be-cut here. Once again, this is a conserv
ative reduction. 

Other R&D accounts are cut: reduce ASAT 
by $24.7 million dowr. to SO; reduce NASP by 
$100 million down to $100 million, generous 
given the weak justification for the program; 
hold the Air Force RDT&E budget, which is 
proposed to increase by 6.9 percent to last 
year's level (this saves $941 million); and 
hold the Director of Test and Evaluation to 
1992 spending levels, thus saving $71 million. 

All the other major DOD accounts-Mili
tary Personnel, Operations and Maintenance, 
Military Construction, Family Housing-are 
reduced across the board by approximately 1 
percent below the proposed amount. If these 
cuts resulted in significant involuntary ac
tive duty separations and other politically 
difficult actions, such as a pay raise reduc
tion or freeze, the total cut of Sl.9B in these 
accounts can be realized, with less return in 
Outlay savings, by revisiting some of the 
larger weapons programs excluded from the 
cutting knife. 

The DOE cut of $400 million would hold the 
line at this year's (1992) spending level. 
Though it is true that the DOE Environ
mental Restoration and Waste Management 
funding should increase, savings can be 
found in the Weapons Complex account to 
counterbalance these plus-ups. 

In summary, this plan is more than an il
lustrative way of cutting our defense spend
ing; it represents a specific, balanced ap
proach to realizing savings that the public, 
in light of both domestic and world events, 
will insist that we find. It's easy to get 
caught up in the marquee programs like the 
B-2, SDI, C-17 and forget that significant re
ductions can be realized by mining smaller 
line items of the budget and ask that many 
accounts live with a freeze in spending. A 
careful review shows we are "nickled and 
dimed" to fiscal oblivion by a hundred 
"small programs." 

In light of an over $4 trillion debt, a $400 
billion deficit this year, and growing, near
crisis resentment among Americans over 
their financial predicament, I believe the 
cuts that I propose-as a starting point-are 
quite reasonable. We can do more but need 
an in-depth study in our committee before 
we allow a magnificent "peace dividend" to 
be locked in place to serve ·other needs with
out concern for realistic national defense re
quirements. 

Sincerely, 
JIM EXON, 

U.S. Senator. 

NO ECONOMIC GROWTH STIMULUS 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, there has 

been some discussion today of the tax 
increase bill which the President ve
toed on Friday. For those who won
dered about its strength, I am advised 
that the veto override in the House 
failed, a "yes" vote of 211 and a "no" 
vote of 215. It was not even given a sim
ple majority when sent back. I believe 
it is because it was a tax increase bill 
and not an economic growth stimulus. 

Another point I want to make, there 
has been discussion about how various 
income levels fared in taxation over 
the last decade. According to a chart 
published by the CBO in the 1990 Ways 
and Means "Green Book," in 1980, the 
top 1 percent of income earners paid 
18.2 percent; by 1990, they paid 25.4 per
cent of all income taxes paid. 



6774 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE March 25, 1992 
That means that the percentage paid 

by the top 1 percent went up 40 percent; 
the percentage paid by the top 5 per
cent went up 23 percent; the percentage 
paid by the top 10 percent went up 15 
percent. At the other end, the bottom 
60 percent, which paid 13.8 percent of 
all income taxes paid in 1980, went 
down to 11 percent in 1990, a drop of 20 
percent. But most remarkably, the bot
tom 20 percent of income tax filers saw 
their tax liability fall 150 percent, 
meaning they were actually receiving 
net returns from the income tax sys
tem. 

CORRECTING THE SURF ACE 
TRANSPORTATION ACT 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, on behalf 
of many Senators-and I know Gov
ernors from all across the United 
States-! want to express sincere ap
preciation to the majority leader and 
the Republican leader for passing last 
night a measure to correct the Surface 
Transportation Act to remove the ear
marked funds for the Brooklyn court
house which had caused the 5- to 6-per
cent reduction in highway funds avail
able this year. 

We have had some interesting discus
sions over that matter in the last sev
eral weeks here, and when it became 
clear that some $1.2 billion was going 
to be lost, this body acted quickly. I 
commend Senator MOYNIHAN, whose 
bill passed. I commend Senator DOMEN
ICI, who had brought this matter to the 
attention of all of us. It was a great re
lief to see this measure move so quick
ly. 

I had been contacted by the Governor 
of Wisconsin, who is the chairman of 
the National Governor's Conference 
Committee on Transportation, to em
phasize how important this measure is. 
This is the season where in most parts 
of the country highway construction 
must be planned and must begin for the 
summer and fall months. And if the 
other body will move as quickly as this 
body did this past week, we have an op
portunity to correct this mistake 
which crept into the Surface Transpor
tation Act last fall, in time to use the 
funds this year. 

Again I express the thanks of many 
people across this country to the lead
ership and to the people who made that 
possible. 

APPROPRIATIONS CATEGORY 
REFORM ACT 

MOTION TO PROCEED 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join my colleague from New 
Mexico, the senior Senator, in opposing 
this bill. The bill before us is a bad 
idea. I think it will further worsen the 
budget deficit and we ought to reject 
it. We ought to reject it, as Senator 
DOMENICI has said, so we can go back 
and work on an honest budget package 
on which we can move forward. 

The 1990 budget agreement was far 
from perfect. That may be the under
statement of the day. I am sure that 
every Member of this body can list 
many of the flaws in it. I certainly 
could point out a few that are real 
clunkers in my view. The one thing 
that no one can argue with, however, is 
that it got us on the road toward some 
fiscal responsibility and it has forced a 
small amount of fiscal responsibility in 
the budget process. 

As one who comes from State govern
ment, where we did not have the abil
ity to print money, where the legisla
tive and the executive had to live with
in the disciplines of the constitutional 
requirements and within the availabil
ity of funds coming into the State each 
year, I can tell you that some type of 
discipline is absolutely essential to 
come up with responsible budgets each 
year. 

Under the budget agreement, defense 
spending was cut significantly. Since 
the budget summit, of course, as we 
have heard already today, the world 
has changed, and changed dramati
cally, and the defense budget has 
changed right along with it. In fact 
since the original summit agreement, 
an additional $350 billion is projected 
to be cut from the defense budget 
through 1997-$350 billion. Those are 
real, those are dramatic cuts. 

The President and the Pentagon have 
offered realistic proposals in response 
to the changes we have seen in Eastern 
Europe and to the disintegration of the 
Soviet Union. The cuts they have pro
posed in troops and weapons are un
precedented in our Nation's history. I 
think it is worthwhile to review just a 
few of the major programs that the ad
ministration has agreed can be scaled 
back or eliminated. 

They have said do away with the Sea 
Wolf submarine, limit the B-2 bomber, 
cut back on the Comanche helicopter, 
the block 3 tank, the Losat antitank 
vehicle, the mobile small ICBM or 
Midgetman, the Peacekeeper or MX 
missile, the F-14D fighter, the F-16 
fighter, the advanced cruise missile, 
the Adats air defense system, the 
Apache helicopter. The list goes on and 
on. 

No one can argue that these are not 
significant actions or that the adminis
tration has not reacted in a major way 
to the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact 
and the disappearance of the Soviet 
Union. They have acted and they have 
acted quickly. The administration's 
cuts are not just limited to procure
ment programs. 

The President is taking advantage of 
the world situation to scale back on 
U.S. troops both at home and overseas. 
His cuts have included deactivation of 
several divisions both in the United 
States and in Europe. In addition, we 
are seeing the deactivation of several 
air wings and the mothballing of doz
ens of Navy ships. I will not argue that 

the President's cuts, significant as 
they are, are the final world on how to 
scale back our national security com
mitments. To the contrary, I proposed 
a plan that would cut at least S60 bil
lion from defense spending through 
1997. And I know that many of my col
leagues, including the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee, obviously, 
whose cuts have a great deal of credi
bility in this Chamber, have proposed 
cuts with similar numbers. Reasonable 
people can and will disagree on the 
exact number, and I have no doubt that 
when we recess this fall, we will have 
had a very thorough and extensive de
bate on exactly what that number 
should be. 

However, regardless however of 
whether we decide to cut an additional 
$50 billion over 5 years, or $60 billion, 
or even $75 billion, we must use the 
savings to reduce the burgeoning budg
et deficit. To do otherwise would be to 
miss a once in a lifetime opportunity, 
and would once again squander our 
children's future to pay our bills today. 

I would like to comment briefly on 
what defense spending ought to be. 
There is no question that we now face 
a unique opportunity to scale back on 
our national security force commit
ments around the world. The cold war 
is over, and we have won. Although 
Russia and the other members of the 
CIS retain the capability to destroy 
our Nation with nuclear weapons, or to 
attack our allies with conventional 
weapons, we have little reason to be
lieve they will try to do so any time 
soon. That means we can greatly re
duce our presence in Europe for the 
first time since World War II. It means 
we can scale back on our forces around 
the world. And it presents a great op
portuni ty to scale back our nuclear ar
senal as other countries do the same. 

What the recent changes in the world 
do not mean however, is that the world 
is a safe place and that we can pack up 
our military and go home. Those both 
in Congress and in various think tanks 
around this city who want to slash our 
military and withdraw our presence 
from the world simply are not being re
alistic. Yes, the United States has 
emerged as the world's only super
power. And, yes, we should listen to 
our commitments overseas, and focus 
on our domestic needs. But we must 
not ignore the fact that we will have to 
defend our interests around the world, 
and the best way to ensure that we do 
not have to fight is by maintaining a 
credible deterrent. 

The chances of having to fight an
other regional conflict like we fought 
in Desert Storm will greatly increase 
with the dissolution of the Warsaw 
Pact and the disintegration of the 
U.S.S.R. They are not less. What we 
seek to do is to provide a military 
which is capable of deterring aggres
sive action. 

We followed the course of disman
tling our military after World War I. 
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The sad fact is that we had neither the 
will nor the manpower and the weap
onry to stop Hitler on his march of the 
thirties that led to the millions of 
deaths and the tragedies of World War 
II. 

We have to maintain a credible deter
rent. At another time and another 
place we will debate exactly what that 
deterrent force needs to be. 

Another point that has been raised is 
the possibility of using all of these 
funds that we take out of the military 
for economic growth. What are we 
going to do to provide jobs? Well, that 
struck a chord in my memory. I went 
back. 

I just read in the last day or so an ar
ticle by Alan Reynolds in Forbes maga
zine pointing out something very inter
esting: Why we are having a slowdown, 
why we are still having a recession. He 
argues it is because of the significant 
cutback, the reduction in defense 
spending of over 15 percent in the past 
year. He says that if defense and other 
Government purchases are excluded, 
private real GNP rose at a 3.1-percent 
rate in the third quarter and 2.3 per
cent in the fourth. Since last April, he 
argues the only recession has been in 
Government and then mainly in 
defense. 

Defense does provide a component to 
our economic engine. That is not the 
reason to keep defense spending high. 
But those who would take our military 
down below what is needed as a respon
sible deterrent as protection for this 
country cannot do so credibly and say 
that we need to do it so that we can 
create more jobs and provide more op
portunities. 

As my colleague from Idaho has 
pointed out, our military not only has 
the finest weaponry but it has the fin- · 
est training programs for the outstand
ing men and women who go into the 
service these days. 

But, Mr. President, let me get back 
to what this debate should be about, 
and that is the question of when are we 
going to get serious about the budget 
deficit? 

If you talk to anyone in my State of 
Missouri, they will tell you that Con
gress has been ignoring the deficit far 
too long. And then in the next breath 
they will tell you that this program or 
that program might need a little addi
tional funding. 

Well, that debate is today's debate in 
a microcosm. Which way is Congress 
going to go? Are we going to follow 
those whose basic instincts are to 
promise the additional funds to some
body, or are we going to prove my very 
wise friend, WARREN RUDMAN, wrong, 
and actually come forward and say 
that we need to reduce the deficit first 
and foremost? 

Since I have been in this body-since 
1987-I have seen budget after budget 
come and go. Each promises deficit re
duction, but usually delivers only in-

creased spending and higher deficits. 
That has gotten us to the point today 
where our deficit is projected to be 
some $367 billion for this fiscal year. It 
has also put us on a course whereby the 
status quo means Congress will manage 
to increase the Federal debt by 50 per
cent over the next 5 years while run
ning deficits in the $300 billion range 
for as far as the eye can see. 

We have had discussions today about 
our children. I count myself as one 
very concerned about the world we 
leave our children and our children's 
children. What are we doing to the fu
ture of this country, our children? Well 
if we do nothing on the deficit, Con
gress will be adding nearly S2 trillion 
to our debt during the period of the 
next 5 years, saddling our children, our 
grandchildren and their grandchildren 
with a burden which is almost inde
scribable. 

Mr. President, we already have a 
Federal debt of nearly $4 trillion, 
meaning that for every man, woman, 
and child in the United States today 
there is a $14,000 debt to be repaid. 
Doing nothing means that by fiscal 
year 1997, this debt will have grown to 
over $21,000 per person. That is not a 
legacy I want to be part of. 

Today's debate clearly shows the dif
ference in this Chamber on how we 
should address this compelling issue. 
Incredibly, facing the prospects of a 
$400 billion deficit with interest pay
ments on the debt rapidly becoming 
not only the fastest growing but the 
largest Federal expenditure, there are 
those who want to take potential sav
ings and spend them. They are not tak
ing savings out of revenue that is com
ing in. They are taking so-called sav
ings that really are savings on borrow
ing we would otherwise incur and then 
spending them. So what happens? We 
simply have to borrow more. 

Let me repeat. There are some who 
would take whatever defense reduc
tions can be achieved and spend them 
so that we keep the debt high. Is that 
leadership? I think not. 

My friend, WARREN RUDMAN, is right. 
And we are sorely going to miss his 
ability to stand up and say what is 
right. What is right is that somebody 
has to step forward and say the Em
peror has no clothes. We are running 
up this huge debt solely on the credit 
card of this country. 

Congress must own up to the fact 
that what we should be debating are 
the deficit-reduction proposals which 
will get us on the right path, rather 
than trying to figure out a way where 
we can transfer defense spending, 
which was already spending of bor
rowed dollars, and turn it over to other 
spending so Congress can keep its 
spending up and can keep the level of 
increase growing in our debt. 

Mr. President, do I believe Congress 
can do the right thing? I do not know. 
Looking at the reaction to the Presi-

dent's rescission list which has come 
up does not give me a great deal of 
hope. 

What did we see when the rescissions 
came up? Handwringers dashing about 
worrying about who is on the list. 
Some called the first round of cuts un
fair, "targeted at Democrats." Other 
dismissed them saying the proposal did 
not really amount to anything, as what 
is $3.6 billion when the deficit is $367 
billion. Talk about missing the point. 
How can we ever attack $367 billion in 
deficit if Congress does not even have 
the guts to take the first step? 

How could people take talk of deficit 
reduction seriously if Congress reac
tion is "not me," or to say cuts are 
"just symbolism," as if any of those 
who called the cuts too small would 
support a bigger cut? 

Mr. President, if it appears that I am 
frustrated, I am. 

Being on the floor discussing a piece 
of legislation designed to do nothing 
more than keep the deficit as high as 
possible seems just the place to discuss 
these concerns. Members can disagree 
over the size of the defense budget. 
That will be a healthy debate. I look 
forward to that. But there should be no 
disagreement that whatever the sav
ings, whatever we can reduce it by, 
should go toward reducing the deficit. 

As a member of both the Budget and 
Appropriations Committees, I under
stand full well the enormity of the 
problems we re facing and the tough 
choices we must make. Unfortunately, 
the legislation we are debating today 
says, let us put off those choices. Let 
us wait. We do not need to face the def
icit today. The credit card is still hot, 
still working, let us spend the money. 
No wonder the public has a minimum 
amount of high enthusiasm for Con
gress. 

Mr. President, every Member of this 
Chamber could find ways to spend the 
peace dividend. We have heard some 
wonderful creative, innovative, excit
ing proposals laid out today. Some of 
the ideas would be excellent ones, ones 
I could support. I might be willing to 
make some shifts in existing spending 
programs to fund them, but that 
misses the point. 

If we cannot make the relatively 
easy decision to use defense savings to 
reduce the deficit, how in the world are 
we going to make more difficult deci
sions to cut programs to reduce the 
deficit? If Congress cannot discipline 
itself when the choice is simple, why 
should anyone ever believe that Con
gress will agree to cut spending any
where at any time? 

Mr. President, today, we are spending 
about $215 billion on domestic discre
tionary programs. These are very im
portant programs. They include every
thing from education and child care to 
highways, mass transit, and soil con
servation. But at the same time we are 
also spending $201 billion paying the in
terest on our Federal debt. 
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That money is not buying us any

thing. We are not providing any serv
ices; we are not providing research; we 
are not constructing anything with 
that money. It is simply lost paying for 
the borrowings of the past. Congress is 
doing what millions of American 
households are trying to avoid doing, 
and that is paying only the minimum 
on our credit card while we watch our 
unpaid balances getting larger and 
larger. 

The difference is that Uncle Sam has 
no credit card limit. So the debt just 
keeps piling up. If we keep up at our 
current pace, CBO projects we will be 
spending more on interest than domes
tic discretionary as soon as next year, 
if not 1995. 

That means for every dollar spent on 
education, or highways or child care, a 
dollar will be going to pay for spending 
decisions of the past. We should be 
looking to the future, not spending our 
precious resources paying for the past. 
CBO states in its report to Congress on 
economic and budget outlook for fiscal 
years 1993 through 1997: 

One of the major problems affecting the 
long-term outlook for growth and productiv
ity and living standards in the United States 
is the size of the Federal deficit. 

I could not have said it better myself. 
Mr. President, let me conclude by 

saying that it is time for Congress to 
get serious about the deficit, and 
spending the peace dividend, whether it 
be $50 billion, $60 billion, $85 billion, or 
$150 billion, is exactly the wrong way 
to go. 

We have an opportunity to begin to 
· reduce the deficit and to thus begin the 
work on turning around our buildup of 
debt. 

I will be offering with my colleagues 
in the near future measures that go be
yond this to make significant reduc
tions in that deficit so that we can 
look forward in the reasonable future 
to a time when that line of spending 
will cross from deficit into surplus, so 
that we can stop building up the tre
mendous interest payment each year. 
Then we will have money to spend on 
vital programs, domestic discre
tionary, and others. 

Let me repeat: The legislation we are 
debating today simply says let us put 
off dealing with the deficit. Let us 
wait. We do not need to face the deficit 
today. Let us keep spending the money 
as fast as we can. 

I urge my colleagues to reject that 
worn out thinking. I urge my col
leagues to get serious about the deficit 
and not to go forward with this legisla
tion. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey is recognized. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise as a cosponsor of this important 
legislation to revise the budget agree
ment to allow shifts of funds from de
fense programs to domestic initiatives. 

First, I went to commend and thank 
the distinguished, hardworking, ener
getic and committed chairman of the 
Budget Committee, Senator SASSER, 
for his leadership in this area, as well 
as in so many others. This is a vitally 
important piece of legislation. And 
Chairman SASSER has worked on it 
with determination and persistence. 

Mr. President, listening to some of 
the arguments against this legislation 
has made me chuckle. But it's also 
made me sad. Because what I hear is 
sanctimonious hyprocrisy. I do not 
hear the truth. I hear cries to reduce 
the deficit and cut out the spending, 
and the credit card is no good, and we 
use it here willy-nilly. Lots of rhetoric. 

But, Mr. President, I am chairman of 
the Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Transportation; everybody here knows 
that. I have a budget of about $31 bil
lion a year. I have yet to see any vol
unteers come into my office and say, 
"Frank, I want to help reduce this defi
cit. And so I'm going to sacrifice my 
State's need for roads, bridges, tunnels, 
airports, and economic development." 

No, I have not heard anybody do 
that. I would like to hear it. I would 
like to hear it from those who are 
screaming about the deficit and its ef
fect on the economic future of this 
country. 

My friends, one approach we could 
take would be to put up a list and ask 
for volunteers. We can get the staff to 
take the names of senders who are will
ing to step forward. They can say can
cel me out for highway money or for 
transit money, cancel out that bridge 
or airport, because I want to do my 
share. And my constituents are going 
to follow me, they are going to want 
me to declare that I am willing to have 
less money for education in my State 
and less money for the elderly and less 
money for AIDS research. 

Yes, they can say, we are going to 
volunteer, because we are going to 
show the American way-voluntarism. 

There will be plenty of opportunities 
for volunteers to turn back their budg
et requests, Mr. President. I get re
quests for transportation support from 
every State in this country, bar none. 

I also heard an argument that says 
"a deal is a deal is a deal." Well, "a 
deal," to put it crudely, "ain't always 
a deal," or shouldn't we say, for exam
ple, that you have a fence between 
your house and your neighbor's and an 
understanding to stay off each other's 
property. That is a type of deal. But if 
the neighbor's house is on fire, or 
someone is attacking one of her chil
dren, I would hope you would hop over 
the fence and say this deal is no deal. 

To take another example, if someone 
falls behind on a mortgage because 
they cannot afford to keep it up, we 
wouldn't want every banker to simply 
say "A deal is a deal, get out." 

Mr. President, this budget deal, 
which protects outmoded levels of de-

fense spending, should not be sac
rosanct either. It's just not enough to 
say "A deal's a deal" when conditions 
have changed so dramatically. 

Mr. President, we have heard lots of 
reasons why we should not move ahead. 
I would like to talk about some of the 
reasons why we should. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, can I 
pose a question to my friend from New 
Jersey? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I am happy to 
yield to the chairman for a question. 

Mr. SASSER. First, the distinguished 
chairman of the Transportation Sub
committee has enormous responsibil
ity, as we all know, those of us who 
serve on the Appropriations Commit
tee, because he has the responsibility 
of assigning priorities and funding very 
vital and crucial and critical projects 
in the transportation sector of this 
Government, including highways, as I 
understand it, airports, a whole host of 
infrastructure construction, and agen
cies that affect transportation. 

My friend said that we should have 
volunteers from those who were so con
cerned about the deficit. We have heard 
a lot of concerns expressed about that 
today. 

I will ask my friend from New Jersey, 
in his position as chairman of the 
Transportation Appropriations Sub
committee, has he heard any of these 
Senators who have expressed such con
cern about the deficit today, have any 
of them ever requested of him that he 
cancel a project in their State and 
apply the funds to deficit reduction? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
have yet to hear it. I await that mo
ment anxiously, because it may give 
me latitude to take care of more ur
gent needs. I would point out, for ex
ample, that our subcommittee is re
sponsible for funding the Coast Guard. 
We send them out in the high seas to 
interdict drugs, to watch for pollution, 
to rescue tankers off the coast so they 
do not spill toxic cargo in the sea. 

We have need for a lot more funding. 
So, for Members who want to help re
duce the deficit, we can leave a list 
they can sign to sacrifice the projects 
that they now beg for so arduously be
cause of what they say is the real need. 
Instead, they can come in and say this: 
my town is so congested people cannot 
get back and forth to work. We lose 
work time: we lose productivity; we 
violate the Clean Air Act. But listen; I 
am going to do my part as a good 
American. I am going to stand up for 
that deficit, and my State is the first 
one to volunteer. 

Mr. President, it would be so nice. 
Mr. SASSER. Another question, if I 

may propound it to my friend from 
New Jersey, the distinguished chair
man of the Transportation Appropria
tions Subcommittee. 

During the Senator's years of service 
as chairman of the Transportation Ap
propriations Subcommittee, I assume 
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he received numerous communications 
and letters from various of our col
leagues asking that projects be funded 
in their State. 

Is that c.orrect? 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Yes, and I re

mind the chairman of the Budget Com
mittee, who also is a colleague of mine 
on the Appropriations Committee a.nd 
who serves as the chairman of the Mili
tary Construction Subcommittee on 
Appropriations. We both sit on several 
subcommittees on the Appropriations 
Committee. And I'm sure we both hear 
from people who not only want help 
with matters related to the sub
committees we chair, but from people 
who call about items in our other sub
committees, to see if we can talk to 
the chairs of those subcommittees to 
help out their State. We sit on the Sub
committee on Commerce, Justice, 
State, and the Judiciary, for example, 
which is responsible for funding the 
FBI and other crime-fighting initia
tives among other things. I have never 
had anybody send me a slip saying: 
Here is $8 million we do not need in our 
State; use it for something else: 

Mr. SASSER. I will ask my friend 
from New Jersey. Our friends on the 
floor today have been so concerned 
about the deficit, and we all are con
cerned. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Absolutely. 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, it is a 

matter of grave concern to all of us. 
But as to those who expressed this 
acute concern over it, has my friend re
ceived any communication from them 
with regard to transportation projects 
in their State that they wish to have 
funded at levels perhaps higher than 
the administration had proposed, or 
perhaps funding projects that the ad
ministration had opposed in times 
past, and that sort of thing? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
the chairman know very well that 
when the Budget Committee considers 
the budget resolution or other matters 
there are always people who will say 
no, we ·have to stop increasing this 
budget deficit; and no, we are not going 
to go along with it. 

In the next breath, they see me wear
ing the other hat, the transportation 
hat, and they say: Listen, that bridge 
that runs across the river may not look 
so important; it is only a small river. 
But I have jobs out there we des
perately need. We have companies that 
want to invest. If we only had that 
transportation access, Mr. Chairman, 
we could get people to work. 

But in the public forum, when there 
are opportunities to express views that 
people can read or hear, they will say: 
Oh, no, the budget deficit, Mr. Chair
man, no one has worked harder than 
you to reduce the budget deficit, and I 
have supported you in those efforts. I 
voted against the budget agreement, 
just like I voted against Gramm-Rud
man. I knew it wouldn't work to reduce 

the deficit. And I knew it would lead to 
endless fights over a shrinking domes
tic pie instead of ensuring the peace 
dividend that we are all waiting so anx
iously to see arrive in our mail boxes. 
So far, that peace dividend has not 
come. And it is not the Post Office's 
fault. 

Mr. SASSER. One final question to 
my friend from New Jersey, Mr. Presi
dent. I know this is an arduous task, 
assigning priori ties for spending and 
for projects, badly needed transpor
tation projects in the Transportation 
Appropriations Subcommittee, and in 
essence that is what we do in the Ap
propriations Committee is sort of as
sign priorities and fund this and do not 
fund that, and do it on the basis of 
what we calculate is in the best inter
est of the country. 

But in the event, I ask my friend 
from New Jersey, that we are held to 
the caps in the Transportation Appro
priations Subcommittee, and a cut 
below the so-called current policy or 
baseline comes in your committee, if 
you are forced to suffer a decrease in 
real spending power as a result of the 
ax of inflation, what effect is this going 
to have on your ability to fund some of 
these badly needed transportation 
projects and infrastructure projects? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. It is going to im
pede our efforts severely. 

Mr. President, I also want to respond 
to something that was said on the floor 
a while ago, suggesting that President 
Bush has just loaded these programs 
with more money for this and more 
money for that. Supposedly, there is 
more money for everything. 

Well, the President signed the sur
face transportation bill, known as 
ISTEA with fanfare and flourish and 
photos back in December. At the time, 
he saluted the bill not only for promot
ing essential investment in America's 
infrastructure, but he called the legis
lation a jobs bill to get people back to 
work. 

Within 4 weeks, however, the Presi
dent submitted a budget request that 
was $1.6 billion less than he proposed 
when he signed that bill with such fan
fare. The fellow in the hard hat stand
ing next to him was thinking about his 
job and how good it would be to get 
back to work. Immediately, when you 
deduct $1.6 billion off the top, you are 
saying, A, it is not so important; and 
B, those jobs, too bad; find jobs other 
places. Except there are not enough to 
go around. 

So what we see, Mr. President, is 
that when there are cuts in programs, 
we cannot satisfy the requests. I tell 
you that in my bill, the transportation 
bill, I get several hundred requests a 
year, and there is not a State-not a 
State-that does not have its request. 
And also, accompanying the request, is 
a very nice message. That is when I get 
the "Dear Franks." Otherwise, the 
name may be different, or the greeting 
may be different. 

But it is: "Dear Frank," and, "You 
know how important it is, the bridge 
across the River Y. Why? Because I 
need those votes back home, and I 
want those people to vote for me. I 
want to show them that Senator X is 
out there standing at Bridge Y, to show 
we are giving our constituents the kind 
of service they want." 

All right. But then here on the Sen
ate floor, the table is theatrical, the 
abstract. We talk about the need to 
bring down that budget deficit. That is 
the overriding thing, and we cannot 
tear down the wall. A deal is a deal. 
The world has changed, but a deal is a 
deal. 

So, Mr. President, what we see at 
times is some utter foolishness, and 
the fools are among ourselves because 
we are taking a message to the public 
the public does not believe. 

Mr. SASSER. If I may propound one 
more question to the chairman. Is he 
aware that at least one of the Senators 
who was emphatic, saying a deal is a 
deal, did not even vote for the budget 
summit agreement? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. That is my 
recollection. 

Mr. SASSER. Is the chairman aware 
that this same Senator voted for an 
amendment on the floor just a few 
weeks ago that would have taken do
mestic discretionary money and used it 
for a tax cut, tearing down the wall to 
do that, and in clear violation of the 
pay-as-you-go provision, which is the 
very heart of the budget agreement it
self, which he said is a deal is a deal is 
a deal is a deal? And this same Sen
ator, who expressed such chagrin over 
the magnitude of the deficit and the in
crease of it, voted for the President's 
tax package, which would have in
creased the deficit by sao billion over 
the next 5 years, just in the past few 
days. Was the chairman aware of that? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Yes. 
And I would respond, if I may, to the 

manager of this bill with a question. As 
chairman of the Budget Committee, 
does the Senator from Tennessee recall 
when, within the last few years, the 
President has sent up a balanced budg
et for our consideration? 

Mr. SASSER. Well, I have served in 
this body, I say to my friend from New 
Jersey, now for almost 17 years. During 
that period of time, no President has 
ever sent up a balanced budget. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Is the Senator 
sure about that? 

Mr. SASSER. Positive; as far as I can 
recall. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. My goodness. 
Mr. SASSER. And the budgets that 

were most grostequely out of balance 
were the ones that we received from 
President Reagan, you will remember. 
That is when the deficits began to ex
plode on us. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Has President 
Bush been sending us balanced budg
ets? 
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Mr. SASSER. No, he has not been 

sending balanced budgets, I say to my 
friend from New Jersey. 

My friend from New Jersey might be 
in teres ted in knowing there is a new 
concept developing. It is called funnel 
spending and it originates in the White 
House. It is administered by the Chief 
of Staff, Mr. Samuel Skinner, and his 
deputy, Mr. Dennis Moore. Funnel 
spending always occurs in States on 
the eve of their Presidential primaries. 

Now, a very distinguished journalist, 
Mr. Robert Pear, in a New York Times 
article dated March 10, and another 
equally distinguished journalist, Mr. 
John Yang, of the Washington Post, in 
an article dated March 14, described 
this program, I say to my friend from 
New Jersey, in some detail. For exam
ple, just before the Florida primary, 
the White House released $514 million 
for completion of a major water project 
affecting the Kissimmee River. That 
would not be a pork-barrel project that 
they are working on. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Sounds like fun
nel spending to me. 

Mr. SASSER. And, in a campaign 
swing to southern California, the Presi
dent announced some $800 million, I 
say to the chairman of the Transpor
tation Appropriations Subcommittee, 
$800 million in road improvements and 
sewer and water and other public 
works projects to be put in place along 
the Mexican border. And I will wager 
that those projects had to come 
through the Appropriations Sub
committee of the distinguished Sen
ator from New Jersey, at least the 
roads. 

And then, finally, perhaps the best 
example of what has been described as 
funnel spending occurred in that most 
favored of States, the one with the first 
Presidential primary, New Hampshire. 

Throughout all the years of the 
Reagan and Bush administrations, they 
have consistently opposed the Small 
Business Administration. They tried to 
abolish it. They tried to terminate the 
direct lending programs. They tried to 
emasculate the guarantee programs 
through fee increases and other meas
ures. But, lo and behold, this year's 
budget proposes-and this year's budg
et, by the way, proposes to cut SBA 
programs by a total of $347 million. 
But, I say to the Chair, lo and behold, 
the administration took a new liking 
to the Small Business Administration 
shortly before the New Hampshire pri
mary. They initiated a new small busi
ness lending program for economically 
troubled businesses in New England. 
All told, some $900 million will flow to 
the troubled businesses in the region. 
And guess what? The pilot program for 
the region began in New Hampshire 
just before the New , Hampshire 
primary. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. What a coinci
dence. 

Mr. SASSER. I thought my friend 
would find that interesting. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. That is very in
teresting information. 

Will the chairman of the Budget 
Committee help refresh my memory? 
What was the budget deficit that the 
President proposed for 1993? 

Mr. SASSER. Well, the budget deficit 
for fiscal year 1993 is approaching $400 
billion. This will be the largest peace
time budget deficit in the history of 
the country; indeed, perhaps the larg
est budget deficit in the history of the 
country. And it is, once again, inching 
up as the percentage of gross national 
product to the point that we may set a 
new record. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Well, does the 
chairman of the Budget Committee 
think that perhaps some of our friends· 
on the other side of the aisle may mis
interpret what the President has re
quested, because they say they want to 
balance the budget? I do not think that 
the President, in his budget message to 
us, which says, "Here is what I am pro
posing," is delivering the same mes
sage. Perhaps there has been a 
miscommunication. 

Mr. SASSER. Well, there must be a 
miscommunication, I say to my friend 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Because, you 
say, the President has proposed this 
year-I think the budget deficit that 
was suggested in the President's budg
et was something in the area of $400 
billion. 

Mr. SASSER. Well, it was somewhere 
in the high-we are looking at it now. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I think it was 
close to $400 billion. 

Mr. SASSER. The projected budget 
deficit will be close to $380 billion. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. So there is obvi
ously, again, a lack of direct commu
nication between the White House and 
those colleagues in the Senate from the 
other side because they talk about re
ducing the deficit. The President does 
not seem to agree with that message. 

Mr. President, I want to continue and 
talk about the shift we have seen in 
the environment. I am not talking 
about the traditional use of the word 
"environment." I am talking about the 
total environment, the political, eco
nomic, financial environment. 

The world was a different place in 
1990 when the budget agreement was 
enacted. While dramatic change was al
ready well underway in the Soviet 
Union, many in the United States still 
feared that country and still thought 
in cold war terms. Now, however, con
ditions have changed. The cold war is 
in our past. 

And yet, Mr. President, while the 
world around us has changed so dra
matically, our budget priorities remain 
in a time warp. We are still spending 
close to $300 billion each year on de
fense. We still spend billions defending 
our European allies from a threat that 
most believe no longer exists. And we 
are still committed to a range of weap-

ons programs that serve no useful pur
pose. Meanwhile, Mr. President, our 
needs here at home are greater than 
ever. 

Our economy is in the longest reces
sion since the Great Depression. Unem
ployment is over 7 percent. And ordi
nary, hardworking, middle-class Amer
icans are finding it tougher and tough
er to pay their bills, to plan their kids' 
college education, and to· keep their 
heads above water. 

We created many of today's economic 
problems by our past underinvesting in 
the future. While our competitors have 
invested substantial sums in their in
frastructure, and in the education and 
training of their people, we have not. 
And we are going to pay a price for 
that neglect in the decades to come. 

I am chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Transportation Appropriations, re
sponsible for most of the infrastructure 
spending. I also sit on the VA, Hud, and 
independent agencies which are respon
sible for a significant part of our infra
structure spending, such as construc
tion grants. I see the difference be
tween our total investment in infra
structure, and the investment in other 
countries. 

Just take a look at the big competi
tor, Japan. 

Between 1973 and 1985, Japan invested 
5.1 percent of its GNP in public phys
ical infrastructure. That number de
serves to be repeated-5.1 percent. The 
equivalent figure in America was 0.3 
percent. In other words they have 
spent 17 times what we have on their 
public physical infrastructure with re
spect to their transportation infra
structure, they spent 25 times more 
than we did, on roads, bridges, airports, 
and railroads. 

We are 55th in per-capita expendi
tures on infrastructure. That is the 
level of a Third World country; Amer
ica the beautiful, America the great. 

Weak investment in our physical in
frastructure leads directly to poor pro
ductivity, to lost hours spent in traffic 
and getting back and fourth from home 
to work; wasted energy. We are energy 
dependent on foreign sources and our 
dependence grows every day because we 
failed to plan for the future in years 
past. We ought to do that now. 

Endless traffic jams foul the environ
ment and lend to violation of the laws 
we have written to protect the air for 
current and future generations. 

And there's a tremendous economic 
impact according to testimony before 
the Appropriations Committee, for ex
ample, deteriorating highways alone 
are estimated to cost our economy $35 
billion, because of delayed interstate 
commerce. That is unacceptable. 

Just as we have underinvested in our 
physical infrastructure, we have de
voted inadequate resources to our so
cial infrastructure, to education and 
training. For example, we know that a 
dollar invested in Head Start yields 
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several dollars in future savings in pub
lic assistance, in special education, in 
costs of crime. We also know that 
smaller classes substantially increase 
reading and math scores and improve 
learning generally. Yet we continue to 
underfund Head Start. 

Many experts believe that if we in
volve ourselves at an earlier stage, 
when a child is 2, when he or she needs 
some external structure if the family is 
not there to support them, we get bene
fits galore. Our economic competitors 
continue to invest more than we do in 
the education of children. 

We have also underinvested in our 
cities. Funds to States and localities 
have been slashed substantially while 
businesses and middle-class residents 
have moved to the suburbs. Left with 
fewer resources and without a solid tax 
base, and facing mounting economic 
and social problems, many urban areas 
have descended into virtual chaos. 

We can continue to ignore that prob
lem and continue to write off millions 
of young Americans who grow up in 
these war zones. But these are the peo
ple who have to carry our Nation into 
the future, and we ignore them at our 
peril. 

Mr. President, the litany of needs 
that require greater domestic invest
ment is long. It goes from health care 
to day care; from housing to environ
mental protection; from research and 
development to the fight against vio
lent crime. 

We have been ignoring many of these 
needs for the last 12 years. Unfortu
nately, it shows. 

None of these needs can be met if we 
continue to spend billions of dollars on 
outdated weapons systems and on the 
security of our economic competitors. 

Mr. President, we need a 1i ttle per
spective on the defense budget. The ad
ministration wants to spend about $290 
billion for the Pentagon next year. In 
real terms, that is about $50 billion 
more than the average peacetime level 
in the middle of the cold war. 

If we were not used to such astro
nomical defense budgets, it would seem 
preposterous. Unfortunately we are be
coming inured to defense budgets of 
such size. 

I am reminded of the cosmonaut, 
Sergei Krikalev, who today returned to 
Earth after spending 10 months in 
outer space. He went into space on May 
13 of last year and he has come back to 
a world that has turned upside-down. 

While he was away, his country, the 
Soviet Union, dissolved; his hometown, 
Leningrad, changed its name back do 
St. Petersburg. His Nation is strug
gling to make a new economic system 
work. 

When he returned to Earth he saw 
these new realities, changes he could 
not have imagined when he went into 
orbit. 

The cosmonaut saw these changes, 
but President Bush has not. 

President Bush, come back to Earth 
and let us have a serious discussion 
about what this country needs. 

Things have changed. Now is the 
time to recognize that change and to 
revise this outmoded budget agree
ment. Not only is the administration's 
proposed defense budget enormous 
when viewed in historical context, but 
it compounds a distortion of budget 
priorities that has afflicted our coun
try for the past decade. 

Between 1981 and 1991, we increased 
the defense budget by $624 billion over 
baseline levels. At the same time, do
mestic discretionary spending has been 
cut by $395 billion. 

It is time for a change. It is time to 
focus on America's needs and Ameri
ca's future. But we cannot do so as long 
as our hands are tied behind our backs 
by this outdated budget agreement. So 
long as the budget agreement is al
lowed to stand, we are going to see con
tinued excesses and waste in the Penta
gon budget and continued under
investment in the economic foundation 
of our country. 

A chairman of the Transportation 
Appropriations Subcommittee, I get to 
see many of the Nation's needs first
hand. I get requests, as I said earlier, 
from virtually every State and every 
Senator in this body. Every year the 
Senators from all the regions of the 
country ask me for help in addressing 
their State's transportation problems, 
desperately needed: Fix the roads, fix 
the bridges, get us another airport, 
continue our air service, help us, we 
want to work, our people need jobs. 

We want to get investment but you 
cannot get investment in places you 
cannot get to or that employees cannot 
find. Some want help for a new high
way. Others want support for airport 
expansion. And still others, like I, com
ing from States with urban areas, want 
more help for their transit systems. 

I will not stand here and name the 
names. I do not have to. If you just 
pick up a list of Senators, you will find 
out who has requested help on the 
transportation budget. But many of 
the Members who fight so hard to re
tain the budget wall, preserve the deal 
and to strangle domestic programs, are 
the same ones who come to me year 
after year after year with numerous re
quests for funds. I do not think it is 
going to be any different this coming 
year, despite the message we have 
heard here. 

Mr. President, we want the message 
to be clearly understood. You cannot 
have it both ways. If we cannot break 
down the budget wall, I am going to 
have to say no to many of my col
leagues. The requests may be worthy 
but the money just will not be there. 
There are going to be a lot of unhappy 
Senators whose States will suffer, and 
a lot of serious unmet transportation 
needs throughout this country. 

It is interesting, we heard the distin
guished Senator from Colorado a few 

minutes ago. He talked about his serv
ice in the military and the Berlin Wall. 
The wall stood for some 30 years. It did 
not take long to tear it down, and the 
reason it came down so quickly is be
cause this division between democratic 
society and virtual imprisonment was 
not sustainable. The wall could not 
stand because it was out of date, it was 
antiquated. It could not even be pro
tected by totalitarianism. 

But our budget wall stands even 
though it is outdated, it is not nec
essary, and it is impairing our ability 
to get our society back to work. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, if 
America is going to get back on track 
and give our children a better future, 
we are going to have to make some 
dramatic changes. Breaking down the 
wall between defense and discretionary 
domestic programs is an important and 
necessary first step. 

I, once again, say thank you to Sen
ator SASSER for his leadership. And I 
hope that my colleagues will think se
riously about the messages that they 
give on this floor about the sanctity of 
an agreement, about the essentiality of 
reducing the budget deficit, and con
sider whether or not they want to be 
the early volunteers to the Lautenberg 
program for surrender of projects re
quested in their States. That is real 
leadership. That is what we would like 
to see. Enough of the debate; enough of 
the dialog. Come on in and volunteer to 
surrender your projects and maybe we 
can get a serious cut in the budget 
deficit. 

Mr. SASSER. Will the Senator yield 
1 second? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Yes. 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I want 

to pay tribute to the exemplary work 
done by the distinguished Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG]. He is a 
stalwart member of the Budget Com
mittee. He is very helpful in the delib
erations of that committee. But per
haps most important, he is an excellent 
chairman of the Transportation Appro
priations Subcommittee. That sub
committee has enormous responsibil
ity, and Senator LAUTENBERG dis
charges it not only well, but with con
siderable grace under considerable 
pressure on occasion. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WELLSTONE). The Senator from Idaho is 
recognized. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I appre
ciate hearing the remarks of my good 
friend from New Jersey. I must say I 
have worked with him on many trans
portation issues. He has one of the 
most successful personal business 
records in his private life of any Mem
ber of this Senate. And I would say, 
Mr. President, that in running his busi
ness, I think that he would take a look 
at where all the money is in the budget 
if he was going to make some savings. 
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If we want to build some bridges, I 

think we should listen to what Willie 
Sutton said when he was asked, why do 
you rob the banks? He said, that is 
where all the money is. We are looking 
at the wrong place if we think we can 
build all the bridges and roads in this 
country out of the defense budget, or if 
we can educate every child in the Head 
Start Program out of the defense 
budget. 

I must say, and this is of some inter
est to me, that the Sasser bill, which I 
oppose, does not do anything about 
raiding the foreign aid funding, which 
does somewhat surprise me. If we are 
so concerned about saving money for 
domestic programs, why are we not 
looking at foreign aid and why are we 
looking only at the defense budget? 

Mr. President, I want to say, here we 
go again. The majority party now has 
come in with a proposition to break 
down the firewalls, and I stood right 
here at this desk as a Senator in the 
fall of 1990 and criticized the 1990 budg
et agreement all the way through. I 
complement my friend from New Jer
sey because he voted against it. 

I said on this floor that the 1990 
Budget Act would create chaos, unem
ployment, disrupt the boat building in
dustry, disrupt the fur industry, dis
rupt the jewelry industry, disrupt the 
aviation industry, disrupt many indus
tries and cause a lot of unemployment. 
But one of the things I did vote for in 
that budget was the caps and the fire
walls so that there would be some dis
cipline under the budget. 

I was just visiting with the distin
guished chairman of the Armed Serv
ices Appropriations Subcommittee, 
Senator INOUYE, and he reminded me 
that this is not a new event, not a new 
struggle. When General Washington be
came President Washington, he did all 
he could to talk the First Continental 
Congress out of dismantling the Con
tinental Army. 

The Congress did not take the advice 
of President Washington. They disman
tled the Army down to 80 people. They 
had 55 people at West Point and the 
other 25 at Philadelphia. The British 
took notice of this after a few years 
and said, "Those stupid Americans. We 
will teach them a lesson." So they 
came over and burned down the White 
House and tried to burn the Capitol. 

We have gone through this time and 
time again. We were ill-prepared for 
World War I. We dismantled after 
World War I. We were not prepared for 
World War II. We trained soldiers with 
wooden rifles. The first armored battal
ion in some part was paid for out of the 
private funds of a very wealthy gen
eral, George Patton, who bought the 
parts from Sears and Roebuck to get 
the first tank battalion operating be
cause the tanks would not run because 
we had not maintained them. 

The same thing happened again after 
World War II. We dismantled com-

pletely and ended up with a conflict in 
Korea where we suffered 10,000 casual
ties-many military experts afterward 
said at least half those casualties 
would not have lost their lives had we 
been prepared. We were not prepared. 
We were sending untrained, under
armed, ill-prepared troops into combat 
who were not prepared for what they 
were going up against. 

I want to say in looking at the budg
et, look at where the money is. I invite 
any Senator who has not seen the 
briefing General Powell and Secretary 
Cheney give, as a U.S. Senator, to take 
it upon themselves to go to a commit
tee that gets that briefing and watch 
the briefing or get your staff to get a 
copy of it from C-SPAN and look at it 
so you can see how much thought has 
gone into what has happened with re
spect to our defense budget. 

We simply cannot allow the defense 
of our country to be taken so lightly. 

The big money is in mandatory 
spending. I will show this chart which 
makes a better picture of it. Here is 
revenues and here is mandatory spend
ing, mandatory spending is programs 
such as Social Security, Medicare, 
Medicaid and other entitlement pro
grams. That is where all the spending 
goes. 

I will just say, Mr. President, this is 
my 12th year on the Budget Commit
tee. In 1981, we instituted the Budget 
Committee. The distinguished junior 
Senator from South Carolina, a very 
senior Senator here, but he will be the 
junior Senator as long as he comes 
from South Carolina, in the foreseeable 
future, in the next 50 years. Senator 
HOLLINGS had a proposition that he of
fered to then the Republican majority 
that I supported. We could never con
vince the Republican administration to 
support it. But what he offered was 85 
percent of the CPI or the wage index to 
replace the cost-of-living adjustments. 
That was voted down. We voted on it in 
the Budget Committee, and I voted for 
it. We voted on it on the Senate floor, 
and I voted for it. 

And, this Senator offered budget pro
posals in the next year in the Budget 
Committee and the year after and the 
year after that would have brought us 
to a balanced budget. It included at
tacking entitlement spending. When we 
did the Social Security Reform Act, 
how well I remember offering on this 
Senate floor three amendments which 
would have revised the way we spent 
out the money. One of those amend
ments was to raise the retirement age 
of Social Security benefit recipients by 
adding 1 month every year starting in 
1984 for the next 36 years. It would save 
billions upon billions of dollars in 
budget outlays. It would have encour
aged more people to work, to produce, 
to be productive members of our soci
ety for one extra month and would 
have had a huge budget impact. 

It is very interesting that all of those 
ideas, although they were agreed to in 

the Senate debate, were voted down by 
the Senate. The Senate put it in the 
proposal, but they did not want to put 
it in 1984. They put the change in the 
Social Security Reform Act of the year 
2004, hoping no one would be there who 
would have to face the voters in that 
year. 

How well I remember the next year, 
1985. Senator DOLE, Senator DOMENICI, 
still in the majority, worked through a 
budget that would have brought us to a 
balanced budget by the third year. It 
was quickly scuttled after it passed 
this Senate by one vote with Repub
licans in the majority voting for it, the 
Democrats in the minority voting 
against it and then it was torpedoed by 
the White House and the House of Rep
resentatives within 2 days. We never 
got that budget passed. 

So there have been many efforts and 
attempts to try to bring abut a bal
anced budget. 

I hear my colleagues being critical of 
the White House for not offering a bal
anced budget. I say to my colleagues if 
the White House and the President 
chose not to send a budget over to the 
Congress, they do not have to. There is 
no law they have to send a budget reso
lution. It is our responsibility. Any 
time the Members in the Congress de
cide they want to balance the budget 
they could. 

But I say again, if we are ever going 
to balance the budget, we better look 
where all the spending is-$849 billion 
in 1995 for Social Security, Medicare, 
farm supports, other entitlements and 
so forth-entitlement programs and in
terest. Sixty-five percent of the total 
budget is entitlement programs and in
terest on the debt, Mr. President--65 
percent of the budget. 

Now, who is kidding whom? Sure, we 
can raid the defense budget, and leave 
America in a weak condition. We do 
not know what is going to happen to 
the world or where the former Soviet 
Union is going to be. Who knows what 
will happen? Who knows what is going 
to happen with respect to the Persian 
Gulf? The menace of Saddam is still 
there. The Iranians ·are now rebuilding 
their military. They may be hooking 
up with Islamic Republics from the 
former Soviet Union to create another 
threat for us. We just do not know 
what is going to happen. 

But there is just not that much 
money available, and I think for us to 
take anything more than the $50 bil
lion that has been taken out by the 
recommendation of the administration 
is penny-wise, pound-foolish. This is 
very risky and very dangerous for our 
security. 

There are many needs in this country 
that must be addressed. I do not argue 
with that. I agree in large part with 
my friend from New Jersey in his com
ments about roads, transportation, 
transportation improvements, and effi
ciencies in transportation. These im-
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provements create an environment 
where you can have a better business 
climate get more jobs. But there is not 
enough money in the defense budget to 
make a significant difference with re
spect to roads and bridges with only 
defense savings. My friends who want 
to remove the firewalls are blinded by 
the dollar signs. They see this as a way 
to advance their own agenda. 

We should be looking for ways, Mr. 
President, in which Government intru
sion and regulation are decreased or 
eliminated. Freedom, including free
dom from Government intervention 
will be the engine that will drive Amer
ica toward prosperity, recovery and ul
timately get us out of the current eco
nomic mess. 

As bad as that budget agreement 
was, it made it very clear that any de
fense savings should go to deficit re
duction. 

I hear my colleagues from the other 
side being critical of some votes that 
have been cast by Republicans to give 
the defense savings money back to the 
taxpayers. It is obvious to this Sen
ator, if there is going to be a peace div
idend, the people who deserve the peace 
dividend are the people who made it 
possible for us to win the cold war. The 
people who paid the taxes, provided the 
enthusiasm and moral should get the 
money back-not having a bunch of 
vote buying schemes by Members of 
Congress to do other things they think 
are more important. 

Some say the cold war is over so the 
budget agreement should be pruned 
down. In my view, we do not know 
what the world holds for us. But all we 
have to do is look back at history and 
know there may be a problem ahead. 

It is interesting to this Senator that 
we fought the biggest military oper
ation 1 year ago today. We had 500,000 
troops in the Persian Gulf. We have not 
had that many troops focused on one 
battlefield, on one objective since 
World War II. The evil empire, the 
former Soviet Union, was not a factor 
in that battle. It was Saddam Hussein, 
with the fourth largest military in the 
world. If we allow the firewalls to come 
down and the majority party to have 
their way, they will do to the world's 
best military what Saddam Hussein 
could not do to it-they will do it here 
in this budget process-destroy it. 

I know that a lot of my colleagues do 
not agree that we have squeezed the de
fense budget. But from the 1987 peak, 
defense levels will decline by nearly 1 
million people by 1995. This means 
51,000 active duty personnel, 245,000 re
servists, 193,000 civilians. By 1995, we 
will have reduced our military by 10 
army divisions, 3 aircraft carriers, 2 
carrier air wings, 100 battle force ships, 
10 tactical fighter wings, and 88 strate
gic bombers. 

Mr. President, I do not know how 
much more we should be talking about 
cutting, but I can tell you, the distin-

guished senior Senator from Virginia 
and the distinguished senior Senator 
from Georgia, the two people who are 
charged with the responsibility of this 
Senate to stay on top of these matters, 
as well as Senator STEVENS from Alas
ka and Senator INOUYE from Hawaii on 
the appropriations side, those Senators 
all think it is a folly to cut the defense 
budget any more than we are cutting it 
right now-all four of them, Repub
lican and Democrat alike. 

Since 1990, Mr. President, the Depart
ment of Defense has proposed the ter
mination of 118 weapons systems and 
made adjustments to 10 other major 
programs under the new acquisition ap
proach. The President's numbers for 
1993 are as low as this country can af
ford to go. 

As I said, Senator WARNER, Senator 
NUNN, Senator STEVENS, and Senator 
INOUYE all disagree with this propo
sition: How much lower can we go 
without seriously harming our na
tional security? In this Senator's opin
ion, we can go no lower than what the 
President has asked. 

When Senators talk about the need 
to use defense savings to improve our 
social structure, I would like to remind 
my colleagues that education and job 
training is one of the spinoffs that we 
have enjoyed. The military provides 
one of the best school systems ever run 
by Government. I am not a great fan of 
Government school systems, Mr. Presi
dent, but I will tell you that the U.S. 
military, the Army, the Navy, the Ma
rine Corps, the Air Force, the Coast 
Guard, they have done one of the best 
jobs of educating, producing\ and help
ing put good citizens in the work force 
of this country for the last 40 years. 

We have trained people to do every
thing from driving trucks, to being en
gineers, to running computers, to 
working on airplanes, to flying air
planes-all kinds of skills and trades 
and occupations. In a sense a dis
cipline, a purpose has been taught 
through our military. 

We are not going to be able to have 
that kind of spinoff if we dismantle our 
military as was done after World War I, 
after World War II, and now we are at
tempting to do today. It is a big mis
take. The military has been a very 
good educational opportunity for peo
ple. It has made a very good career 
choice. 

When we start talking about spend
ing cuts, I have said time and time 
again the only way to get the budget 
and deficit under control is to cut 
spending. It appears the only place 
Congress will cut spending is the de
fense of the country. We have been re
ducing defense spending every single 
year since 1985. There is just not any
more to take without jeopardizing the 
security of the country. 

Last year, Mr. President, it took the 
U.S. military 43 days to decimate the 
fourth strongest military in the world. 

If we allow those firewalls to be taken 
down, it will take Congress about the 
same length of time to decimate the 
military service of the United States. 

If Senators think that they can make 
these impersonal, tough slashes to de
fense and not have those fine young 
men and women in the military know 
it, they are mistaken. These young 
people in our military are very keenly 
aware. They are making career choices 
as we are debating this issue. 

If this vote happened today and the 
chairman of the Budget Committee, 
who is my friend, would be successful 
on this proposal, those young men and 
women in the military will start mak
ing their decisions: They'll begin to 
say: "I am getting out of this place be
fore the roof caves in." 

We must remember it is the people 
that make our military so successful. 

Of course, our equipment is impor
tant-and the technology, the training, 
the management, and the leadership. 
But it is essentially a people business 
running the military organization. 
When we cut the defense budget people 
will lose their jobs in the direct de
fense-related, private-sector employ
ment. It could decline by as much as 
500,000. No matter how great capitalism 
is, no matter how wonderful the mar
ket system is, there is a limit to how 
much it can adjust and absorb these 
cuts overnight-these dramatic draco
nian cuts, if you will. 

By 1997, under the current defense 
budget plan, defense-related employ
ment could be down almost a million 
people lower than it was in 1990. That 
is under the current plan. That is not 
talking about taking down the firewall 
and ripping out another $50 billion or 
$75 billion. 

Tomorrow, you just cannot simply 
tell the men and women both in uni
form and out of uniform in the defense
related industry: We no longer need 
you. Go find a new job; find a new ca
reer. 

If Congress does that and makes the 
same mistake that past Congresses 
made, we will find when we are in trou
ble, in time of need, we will be ill-pre
pared. And if we start the program 
with the volunteer military again
these are people that have made this 
commitment; they volunteered. We 
sign a contract. They are making a 
commitment for a 20-year service hitch 
in the military. People are going to 
know. In the next generation, if we do 
something now to go back on them, 
kick them out, RIF them out, which is 
happening already at a very rapid rate, 
they will simply not be there the next 
time, and we will be back to the old 
days of the draft, where we were before. 

Mr. President, I do not know if the 
American people or we here in Con
gress understand the importance of 
this debate today. I just cannot tell 
you how important I believe this is. If 
we allow the defense budget to be cut 
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to shreds at the whims of Congress, 
where will we be when Saddam Hussein 
gets himself back together again, gets 
his military organization back to
gether, or another Saddam Hussein in 
another country somewhere else on 
this globe? 

As much as we would like to believe 
that the world is at peace, there are 
still a lot of threats out there. There 
are still thousands of nuclear warheads 
targeted on the United States. We do 
not know what is going to happen in 
the Commonwealth of Independent 
States. But I think we do know that if 
these firewalls come down and we lose 
this vote, and if the·majority has their 
way on this issue, that we will do a 
great deal to jeopardize the security of 
this country. 

The answer to our budget problem 
does not lie in tearing down the fire
walls. Congress must control spending, 
not only in the defense budget, but in 
all other areas, including mandatory 
spending. I think a good place to start 
would be right here in this body. 
Maybe we ought to cut the budget for 
Congress by about 25 percent, Mr. 
President; put the Congress on the 
same diet that we are proposing to put 
the military on. It might be a good 
place to start. 

Mr. President, I find it fascinating 
that we are having this debate here on 
this floor. I picked up the Washington 
Post today, and I saw that a great 
Nobel laureate, Friedrich Hayek, at 
age 92, had died. I happen to have had 
the privilege of personally knowing 
Friedrich Hayek. I hosted a lunch for 
him when I was in the other body, 
where we had many, many people in at
tendance. 

I met him through another late and 
dear friend of mine, Leonard Reid, from 
the Foundation of Economic Edu
cation, and a group of people that have 
still kept the Foundation of Economic 
Education together at Irvington on the 
Hudson-Bob Anderson, and Ed Ovelts, 
from Grove City College. Those people 
made it possible for me to have had an 
acquaintance with Friedrich von 
Hayek. I guess he dropped the "von" 
from his name. 

He was 92 years old. He was an Aus
trian-born British free-market econo
mist whose work inspired political 
leaders on both sides of the Atlantic. 
He won the Nobel Prize, and was really 
the first free-market economist to win 
the Nobel Prize and gain some status 
with his great book, "The Road to 
Serfdom" that was so widely read, and 
is now being read throughout the 
world; and throughout the Iron Curtain 
countries. 

But what fascinates me, Mr. Presi
dent, about Von "Hayek's Victory"
and the Wall Street Journal today edi
torialized that-Von Hayek 1i ved to 
see, as he bashed the Keynesian liberal 
socialist economics for 45 or 50 years, 
that he was proven right and they were 

proven wrong. He lived long enough to 
see that his ideas were vindicated by 
history, and he was honored by not 
only his friends and supporters, but 
also he was honored by his opponents. 

But somehow, here in the U.S. Con
gress, we have not gotten the message 
that the rest of the world loves Amer
ica. They love freedom. They want pri
vate ownership. they do not want op
pressive government. 

Here what we are talking about doing 
is dismantling our ability to defend 
peace and freedom throughout the 
world, and then taking the money and 
building a welfare state, which is ex
actly what those people in the other 
parts of the world behind the Iron Cur
tain, which is now coming down, are 
trying to escape. 

It begs to reason. It just begs for 
common sense. 

Mr. President, I will just say in clos
ing that I oppose this taking down of 
the firewall. I oppose this lack of dis
cipline. The little bit of discipline that 
we might get in our budget process, I 
do not think is enough. I think we 
ought to look at entitlement programs. 
I think we ought to examine all parts 
of the Government. 

We should not hesitate to cut the 
budget of the Congress, of the execu
tive branch, of all of the agencies, and 
put caps on all of the entitlement pro
grams and try to fix the -budget so that 
those people who have slipped through 
the cracks and need the safety net can 
be protected and taken care of, but we 
should reduce the price of the subsidies 
that go to very well-off people through 
many of these entitlement programs. 
We should stop all of those things. 

But if this bill passed, it would be a 
mistake that would simply send ex
actly the opposite signal to the Amer
ican people. 

So in closing, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the obituary 
from the Washington Post of Friedrich 
Hayek, at age 92, the Nobel Prize win
ning economist, be printed in the 
RECORD: and that the editorial 
"Hayek's Victory," from the Wall 
Street Journal of today be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 25, 1992] 
FRIEDRICH HAYEK, 92, DIES; NOBEL-WINNING 

ECONOMIST 
(By Richard Pearson) 

Friedrich Hayek, 92, the Austrian-born 
British free-market economist whose work 
inspired conservative political leaders on 
both sides of the Atlantic and won a Nobel 
Prize, died March 23 at his home in Freiburg, 
Germany. He had a heart ailment. 

He was a champion of free markets and po
litical liberty, opponent of the welfare state 
and most government economic interven
tion, and a leading foe since the early 1930s 
of the economic school of thought led by 
John Maynard Keynes. 

Dr. Hayek, who always placed top priority 
on money supply as the key to economic 

growth, has been called the "father of 
monetarism." He used his work in econom
ics, including notable work on business cy
cles and price theory, as a springboard tore
search and comment on history, philosophy, 
psychology and political science. 

His work has been hailed not only by other 
economists, such as the University of Chi
cago's Milton Friedman, but by leading con
servative politicians in this country and 
abroad. 

Dr. Hayek shared the 1974 Nobel Prize for 
economics with Gunnar Myrdal of Sweden. 
Representatives of different economic 
camps, they were cited "for pioneering work 
in the theory of money and economic fluc
tuations and for their _penetrating analysis 
of the interdependence of economic, social 
and institutional phenomena." 

Dr. Hayek's best-known book probably is 
his landmark "The Road to Serfdom," which 
was published in 1944 by the University of 
Chicago Press and printed in 121anguages. 

The book was a reasoned and unrelenting 
attack on socialism. Its premises included 
the thesis that economic security is not as 
important as freedom and that socialized 
planning leads to totalitarianism. He also 
wrote that central planning was dangerous 
because it was unwieldy compared with the 
free market. Competition, he added, was 
"the only method which does not require co
ercive or arbitrary intervention of author
ity." 

In short, central planning favored by so
cialists not only was evil, but inefficient. He 
also maintained that a free market, the best 
and most efficient economic system, could 
only function in free societies and could 
never exist in a totalitarian one. 

Until 1944, his books, such as "Monetary 
Theory and the Trade Cycle" and "The Pure 
Theory of Capital," were contributions to 
theoretical economics and were written 
largely for other economists. But "The Road 
to Serfdom" became a best-seller and raised 
a storm of controversy in Britain and the 
United States. 

In this country, the book was made into a 
radio serial, published for the Book-of-the
Month Club and appeared in a condensed edi
tion published by Reader's Digest. It also 
was syndicated in 10 parts by the King Fea
tures news syndicate. 

Dr. Hayek was attacked by a great many 
economists, some of whom wrote books to 
answer his. In the House of Commons, Labor 
leader Clement Atlee scorned Prime Minister 
Winston Churchill's 1945 parliamentary cam
paign speeches as "a secondhand version of 
the academic views" of Dr. Hayek. 

For the next 30 years, Dr. Hayek continued 
his attack on Keynesian economics, continu
ing to churn out research while teaching. He 
wrote more than 50 books and nearly 200 
technical papers. But, despite a Nobel Prize •. 
most believed he was getting the worst of 
the battle for the minds of his fellow econo
mists. 

But his theories seemed by some to receive 
vindication in the 1980s. Communist states of 
Europe, with their totalitarian governments 
and "planned" economies, were falling. And 
conservative politicians such as Ronald 
Reagan and Margaret Thatcher, who em
ployed economists and policies favored by 
Dr. Hayek, seemed invincible at the polls. 

Thatcher often cited him as an intellectual 
mentor and told fellow MP's, voters, foreign 
leaders and reporters to study the work of 
Dr. Hayek for the answer to economic ques
tions. After becoming prime minister in 1979, 
Thatcher followed his advice on curtailing 
the power of labor unions. 
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Last year, President Bush presented him 

with the Medal of Freedom, calling him "one 
of the great thinkers of our age who explored 
the promise and contours of liberty" and 
saying he "revolutionized the world's intel
lectual and political life." 

He was born Friedrich August von Hayek 
(he dropped the "von") on May 8, 1899, in Vi
enna. He served as an artillery officer on the 
Italian front during World War I. After the 
war, he entered the University of Vienna, 
from which he received doctorates in law and 
political science. He received a third doctor
ate, in economics from the University of 
London. 

He worked for the Austrian civil service 
and taught at the University of Vienna until 
moving to Britain and becoming an econom
ics professor at the London School of Eco
nomics, where he taught from 1931 to 1950. 

· For the next 12 years, he taught at the Uni
versity of Chicago, then at the University of 
Freiburg, from 1962 to 1968, then the Univer
sity of Salzburg unti11977. 

Dr. Hayek's major later works included the 
three-volume "Law, Legislation, and Lib
erty," published between 1973 and 1979. 

His first marriage, to the former Helen von 
Fritsch, ended in divorce. 

Survivors include his wife, the former He
lene Bitterlich, of Freiburg, and two children 
by his first marriage. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, Mar. 25, 1992] 
HAYEK'S VICTORY 

That fortune favors the brave was surely 
true for Friedrich A. Hayek, economist, po
litical philosopher and friend of freedom. He 
lived to see his ideas vindicated by history 
and honored by his opponents. 

For the last 45 years of his life, Hayek 
dedicated himself to the proposition that 
capitalism is morally superior to socialism; 
this is so, he argued, because economic and 
political liberty are inseparable. 

That Hayek was right is no longer in 
doubt. But while his free-market ideas still 
come in for derision from intellectuals and 
journalists in Europe and the United States, 
they are pursued ardently by those who have 
actually traveled the road to serfdom. "If 
the ideologists of socialism would single out 
the one book that ought to be * * * strictly 
forbidden," says Czechoslovakia's minister 
of privatization, Tomas Jezek, "they would 
surely point to 'The Road to Serfdom.'" 

In Hungary and Poland, there are Hayek 
reading groups to share copies of his books; 
in Russia, economist Vitaly Naishul boasted 
in December, "We've moved from an eco
nomic system that only a Leninist could 
love to one that Hayek should approve of." 

Hayek's insight now bears the mark of 
conventional wisdom among the entre
preneurial classes, but that was certainly 
not the case in 1944, when he published "The 
Road to Serfdom." Here he argued, at a time 
when "Uncle Joe" Stalin was widely admired 
and many intellectuals thought socialism 
the wave of the future, that command econo
mies were doomed to fail. Worse, they would 
kill freedom as well as prosperity. 

Such forthright views embarrassed col
leagues who were certain that a world de
fined by economists would be egalitarian, 
prosperous, clever, orderly and probably fa
vored with better weather. In ironic def
erence to them, he dedicated the "The Road 
to Serfdom" to "The Socialists of All Par
ties." 

Hayek's vision won the day because it was 
essentially humane; he believed in the 
central value of individual liberty against 
the power of the state. Many of his counter-

parts saw socialism as a kind of vanguard ec
onomics leading the ignorant masses toward 
the promised land of equality. Keynes wrote 
to Hayek that central planning could work 
as long as "those carrying it out are rightly 
orientated in their own minds and hearts to 
the moral issue." Alas. 

Hayek believed, as time has proved, that 
the average Tomas, Dinh and Hari preferred 
liberty to an egalitarian poverty. Where the 
left sees shantytowns outside Mexico City as 
proof of the need for a population-control 
program, Hayek saw families making a re
sponsible economic decision based on pro
found local knowledge. In the city, the mi
grants "learn to adapt, often very quickly, 
and improve their lot. Not that they have an 
easy time of it," he wrote in The Wall Street 
Journal in 1988. But "ambition does better 
than charity could ever do." 

It's a far cry from Keynes's aristocracy of 
planners, and even further from the socialist 
kleptocracy that beggared Eastern Europe. 
We suspect that the planners, however be
nign in their modern incarnations, will al
ways be with us. At least one candidate now 
running for the U.S. presidency is saying 
that the country suffers for want of a na
tional economic policy, a national energy 
policy and a national education policy. The 
good news is that the writings which 
Friedrich Hayek left behind make it impos
sible for an informed electorate to claim ig
norance of the perils. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I hope 
my colleagues will read "Hayek's Vic
tory," the editorial, and think a little 
bit about what it is we are doing here
when here was a man who was born in 
Austria, believed in freedom, did enor
mous research, published 500 works, 
was demonstrated and proven to be 
correct, was read by people all over the 
world, and was the basis of what hap
pened in Great Britain and the United 
States in the revival of our economic 
strength. 

I hear my colleagues from the other 
side of the aisle bashing what happened 
during the eighties. They always forget 
to mention the fact that when we had 
the Democrats in charge of both the 
White House and in charge of the Con
gress, we had double-digit inflation, 
double-digit interest rates, and massive 
problems of unemployment. We had 
chaos. 

By just doing a little bit to recognize 
what freedom, capitalism and a free 
market system will do, by giving a lit
tle bit of incentives to people-what 
happened was a we built 20 million new 
jobs during the eighties. We had the 
longest period of sustained growth. We 
did more for poor people, than in any 
other time in our history. 

What really appalls me is to hear 
Senator after Senator come to the 
floor and talk about how all of the tax 
breaks went to the rich. Today, the top 
20 percent of the income earners in the 
United States pay 75 percent of all Fed
eral income taxes. That is way up from 
what it was when President Carter was 
in office and the Democrats controlled 
both the House and the Senate, and the 
White House. 

So I do not know why we are so 
afraid of success and so afraid of en-

couraging people to work, save, and in
vest, when it is proven that it works. 
Von Hayek talked about it, and he 
proved it. It was demonstrably proven 
by the people of the world with deci
sions they made to throw out the Com
munist command-and-control economy 
and replace it with democratic capital
ism. 

Mr. President, I think it would be a 
tragic mistake for Congress to adopt 
this bill. As a matter of fact, Mr. Presi
dent, as a member of the Budget Com
mittee, and a member who has been on 
that committee for 12 years, I think 
that this bill which the distinguished 
chairman brings to the floor is one of 
the best arguments to do away with 
the Budget Committee I have seen. We 
have not had a hearing on this bill. We 
have not discussed it or brought the 
budget up in committee. No one has 
had a chance in the Budget Committee 
to talk about these things. We have a 
bill, and we bring it to the floor-by
passing the committees-and we are 
going to break down the firewalls? 

Where is the budget? I hear every
body criticizing President Bush. Where 
is the budget from the Senate Budget 
Committee? I say it is not here. We are 
not talking about it. And my view of 
this is, Mr. President: If they had the 
votes, we would have already voted on 
this. This bill is not going anywhere, 
nor should it. 

Mr. President, I thank my colleagues 
for the time. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WOFFORD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania is recognized. 
Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I am 

glad that I agree with the Senator from 
Idaho on at least three issues. One, 
that we should reread Von Hayek's 
Road to Serfdom, which instructed and 
challenged me 45 years ago. Second, 
that this is a debate of something vital 
to the future of our country. Third, 
that we probably should cut the budget 
of Congress and the administrative 
budgets of all Federal agencies. 

But this is not a debate about budget 
cuts in particular agencies or in mili
tary savings. It is about whether there 
should be a wall that prevents us from 
making the right choices about how to 
use whatever those savings are. And I 
want to say that there is a wall stand
ing over there behind the Senator from 
Idaho. It is a wall between our past and 
our future. 

I rise, as a cosponsor of this bill, to 
salute the Senator from Tennessee for 
his leadership in bringing about this 
action to try, to the best of our ability, 
to bring down that wall that prevents 
us from investing military savings in 
the domestic needs of this country. 

"Something there is that does not 
like a wall." That is Robert Frost. I re
call that other line: "Before I built a 
wall, I asked to know what I was 
walling in and walling out." 
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Well, let me say a few things about 

what we are walling in and walling out. 
This budget wall walls us in with our 
cold war past and walls us out from the 
new opportunities that are opening be
fore us. 

Since that budget wall was erected in 
1990, the world turned upside down. The 
Soviet Union has unraveled. The adver
sary against which we poured trillions 
of dollars and maintained one of the 
largest standing military forces in the 
history of the world is no more. No 
other such threat to our survival is on 
the horizon. So, as the world is turned 
upside down, we have an historic op
portunity to turn our national prior
ities right side up. But we cannot even 
turn this administration around to 
look at the new realities of this new 
world. 

Since that budget agreement, we 
have been given this opportunity now 
to turn our resources and our energy 
toward building our economic strength 
and human capacities. Then we will 
build the kind of America which can 
carry out our responsibilities in this 
postwar world. 

John Kennedy said, 30 years ago, that 
we cannot be strong abroad if we are 
weak at home. President Kennedy un
derstood, as George Bush does not un
derstand, that our citizens will find it 
difficult to support the extension of 
American ideals, the extension of a 
helping hand to the lands of the former 
Soviet Union, the extension of democ
racy to others across the globe if they 
feel cheated out of the American dream 
themselves here at home. To be strong 
at home, we need now to invest in our 
schools and our workers, in our health 
care and in our transportation sys
tems, in building the kind of American 
economy that allows us to be strong 
both at home and abroad. 

Last week, I was with the former Di
rector of the CIA, William Colby, a 
man who has devoted his whole life to 
the security of this country. I heard 
him define our national security in 
terms of these new realities of a world 
in which the Soviet Union is no longer 
the central threat. National security, 
he said, is now, above all, the security 
that comes from a strong economy, 
from safe streets, from good schools, 
from our health and productivity as a 
Nation. Security now comes not so 
much from military might as from eco
nomic strength, not just making mis
siles with smart bombs, but training 
workers with smart minds. 

Of course, it is true that there is still 
danger and instability in the world. We 
will certainly need an efficient, mobile, 
flexible armed force that is equal to 
any test. But we must also recognize, 
as the President does, that large sav
ings in military spending are now pos
sible. We may disagree on how large 
those savings can safely be, but that is 
not the question today. The question 
today is whether we let that wall 

stand, this wall that prevents the in
vestment of any of these savings in the 
conversion from a military to a peace
time economy, in job training, edu
cation, transportation, health care, 
housing, and the other pressing needs 
of American communities. 

This is the kind of public investment 
in which we have been falling so far be
hind our competitors. It is the kind of 
public investment that is essential for 
private enterprise to prosper. And I 
think Friedrich von Hayek would un
derstand that. 

But, unfortunately, this administra
tion does no understand. It has already 
signalled its unwillingness to seize the 
day and respond to a new and very dif
ferent world. The President's call of 
the week was "do nothing." 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle to reject this 
administration's policy of doing noth
ing to invest in America again. We can 
do something to get America moving 
again. We can declare our new prior
ities in this new world. We can bring 
homeward, as Lincoln put it, "the bet
ter angels of our nature." We can re
spond to the challenges of America and 
its future with the same energy and 
commitment, the same will and re
sources we are so willing to apply to 
the challenges we faced in the last 40 
years of the cold war. 

The people of Berlin tore down their 
wall to mark the end of the era of So
viet oppression. Bringing down this 
budgetary wall is an American way of 
mar king the new era and taking a step 
forward toward a better future for 
every American. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 

it took more than 4 months back in 
1990 to hammer out a bipartisan con
sensus on a 5-year budget agreement. I 
must say I have heard nothing in the 
last 4 hours that convinces me that 
while it was not the most enjoyable 
thing to watch it probably was one of 
the wiser things that bipartisanship 
produced. One of the pillars of that 
agreement was that spending reduc
tions in one category such as national 
defense could not be transferred to an
other category such as domestic discre
tionary spending. 

Why did we create these fire walls in 
spending categories? There are prob
ably a variety of reasons, but the one 
that seems to have the greatest 
amount of consensus, if we realized 
savings in one category would be 
achieved we had to make a commit
ment to each other and to the Amer
ican people to use those savings to re
duce the deficit. 

Now, less than 2 years later, we are 
confronted with a variety of our col
leagues who want to abandon that ef
fort, reduce the deficit and instead pro
pose allowing a transfer of the so
called peace dividend into domestic 
spending. 

Mr. President, I rise to say the obvi
ous, and that is we are bankrupting our 
Nation, literally bankrupting our chil
dren and grandchildren with our never
ending appetite to spend and spend 
money that just isn't there. The re
ality is, and we all know it, that if we 
eliminated-and I repeat eliminated
all spending on all national defense in 
the next fiscal year, we would not save 
a single penny of additional revenue 
available for domestic spending. Not a 
single penny. 

Figures do not lie. These are the fig
ures. In fiscal year 1993, the President 
plans to spend $291 billion on all na
tional defense. If we eliminate all the 
personnel in the Army, Navy, all air
craft, nuclear weapons and everything 
else that make up the defense budget, 
Federal spending would in theory be re
duced by $291 billion, but the Federal 
Government would still be in the debt. 

Next year's projected deficit is $352 
billion. Even if eliminated national de
fense, something nobody would sug
gest, we would still need to borrow $63 
billion to cover the deficit. So where is 
the additional money for domestic 
spending going to come from? From 
more debt. That means from our chil
dren and from our grandchildren. 

Mr. President, I have listened to the 
debate this afternoon and I am re
minded that during the course of the 
debate I have listened to all the discus
sion about all the money that would be 
available for education and for health 
care and for infrastructure building 
and a variety of these purposes, if only 
we could break down part of the fire
wall and transfer the money to these 
needs. And it reminds me of the debate 
that is taking place on national health 
policy and taking place in my own 
home State of Minnesota right now in 
terms of trying to get the universal 
coverage, of insurance coverage for ev
erybody in this country so everyone 
might have equal financial access to 
health care. 

When the proponents of comprehen
sive plans for universal coverage are 
asked how they are going to pay for it, 
they say they are going to discipline 
the system with cost containment and 
have a budgeted approach to this, only 
spend $800 billion, something like that 
on health care. We ask them how they 
are going to restrain an engine increas
ing by $100 billion a year. 

They come up with relatively easy 
answers that you can do it by getting 
rid of unnecessary procedures, or you 
can do it by cleaning up the adminis
trative overhead. And they have all 
kinds of presumptions about what is 
wrong with the system and all kinds of 
ways in which to find some saving that 
somehow or other will satisfy the need 
to hold the deficit in check, holding 
the spending in check, but at the same 
time satisfy all these needs. I was re
minded of that as I listened to the 
debate. 
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The logic is we have got only so 

much money we are going to spend, let 
us spend some of that in some other 
category, and we literally will not in
crease the deficit in any way. 

I must say Mr. President, I am just 
having a great deal of difficulty with 
the logic because I have been here 
since 1978, I have watched the debt 
grow from $900 billion or $800 billion 
the year I got here to S4 trillion today. 

Mr. President, like you and others, I 
have watched during the past week all 
education folks come from my home 
State, the people who have really 
tough jobs, and schools dealing with 4-
year-olds, 5-year-olds, 6-year-olds, 8-
year-olds who are not even ready for 
school in the morning, to say nothing 
of the beginning of the year. 

I have listened to them and I share 
their concern and I have a great deal of 
sympathy for them. But I remind them 
of the fact that this year alone we are 
going to spend 10 times as much on in
terest on the national debt as we spend 
in all of the educational accounts at 
the Federal level. Ten times as much, 
just on interest on that S4 trillion debt. 

So, Mr. President, I cannot commit 
myself to another $408 billion. I cannot 
commit myself to another $362 billion. 
I was here in 1981 when the defense 
buildup began. No President, President 
Reagan, no President, President Bush, 
no Secretary of Defense, Secretary 
Weinberger, came to us and asked us to 
increase the taxes so we could finance 
that. We financed the whole thing on 
debt. We financed the whole thing on 
our children and grandchildren, and 
that is the notion of national security 
is to preserve our posterity. 

Well, to the degree that our needs 
change, I am not going to see that. I 
am going to see, and I intend to see 
with my vote, that their needs are met 
by deficit reduction. 

So, Mr. President, this is not a de
bate about transferring defense saving 
to domestic saving. It is a debate about 
transferring money from children from 
the future, to pay for today's consump
tion. At least with this minimal fiscal 
discipline in place, we know any reduc
tion in defense spending will be used to 
control the cancer that is eating away 
at national health. The world changed. 
The Soviet Union no longer exists. The 
Berlin Wall no longer exists except in 
little chunks in peoples' libraries. Our 
defense needs, our force structure, our 
weapons priorities have all shifted. Yes 
we should reduce defense spending fur
ther. The Senator from Pennsylvania is 
right, our greatest national security in 
the future is our economic security. 

There is no question in mind of this 
Senator that that means our priorities 
are to reduce the national debt. 

The deficit is $400 billion, 6.8 percent 
of GNP or gross domestic product. And 
you add all the interest related to the 
trust fund surplus, that debt service 
this year alone accounts for more than 

$316 billion. That is more money than 
we ever spent on defense in a single 
year during the height of the buildup. 
That is more than spent to run the en
tire U.S. Government in 1984. 

So, Mr. President, I hear a great deal 
about investing for the future, invest
ing in jobs, health and education, and 
everyone has an excellent idea. Put an
other way, what is being proposed here 
today is not about investing in the fu
ture, it is simply borrowing for the fu
ture. The first responsibility of leader
ship is to define reality in 1992 to this. 
It is that we need to lower the deficit, 
raise people's confidence that some
body is taking responsibility for their 
future. 

Lifting the firewall guarantees a raid 
on our kid's pocketbook, so let us get 
serious once and for all. Let us make a 
commitment to wipe out the $4 trillion 
debt before the end of the century. 

Mr. President, we built a firewall to 
prevent destruction from spreading 
from one area of our life to another. 
Take down the wall, and our lack of 
courage and responsibility destroys our 
children's future. 

So I urge my colleagues to vote 
against the motion to proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority leader is recognized. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the cloture 
vote scheduled to occur tomorrow 2 
hours after resuming consideration of 
the motion to proceed to S. 1696, the 
Montana Wilderness bill, be vitiated; 
that the Senate proceed to the consid
eration of the bill at 11:30 a.m.; that 
there be 1 hour of debate on the bill, 
equally divided and controlled between 
Senators JOHNSTON and LEAHY; that no 
amendments, other than the commit
tee-reported substitute be in order; 
that at the conclusion or yielding back 
of time, the Senate proceed to vote on 
the substitute amendment to be fol
lowed immediately by a third reading 
and final passage of the bill, with each 
of the above steps occurring without 
any intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
to request the yeas and nays on final 
passage of the bill at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

thank my colleagues for their coopera
tion. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 

APPROPRIATIONS CATEGORY 
REFORM ACT 

MOTION TO PROCEED 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the motion. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, first of 
all, I wish to commend my distin
guished colleague from Minnesota for a 
very, very thoughtful speech on this 
subject. 

I must say, Mr. President, I find it 
really sad that we are even debating 
this measure. Indeed, I find it incom
prehensible. 

What we are talking about here, Mr. 
President, is not about cutting defense. 
That does not have anything to do with 
the subject before us. There are going 
to be cuts in defense. The question is, 
what do we do with the cuts that are 
made in defense? 

There is some suggestion and the 
term is tossed around here that this is 
a peace dividend, as though somehow 
we saved money and now it is available 
for us to spend elsewhere. The truth of 
the matter, Mr. President, is that all 
this money is borrowed. Every single 
nickel that we spend on defense is bor
rowed, and then some. As has been 
pointed out, you can wipe out the en
tire defense budget, get rid of every 
soldier, sailor, marine, airman, ship, 
aircraft, tank, rifle, and spend not a 
nickel, and this Government would 
still be borrowing money. To put it in 
other terms, Mr. President, the Gov
ernment of the United States, for every 
dollar we are now spending, is borrow
ing 25 cents. 

And so the question is: When we have 
a chance to reduce expenditures, what 
do we do with that money? The Sen
ator from Tennessee is saying take 
that money and put it over and spend 
it. Whereas those on this side are--

Mr. SASSER. Will the Senator yield 
on that point? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Not at this time. 
Mr. SASSER. The Senator referred to 

the Senator from Tennessee, and I 
want to ask the Senator from Rhode Is
land if he will yield for a point of clari
fication. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I am glad to yield, if it 
is not too long. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, is the 
Senator from Rhode Island aware that 
what this legislation does is take down 
the wall between defense spending and 
discretionary spending? The decision 
will be made later as to whether or not 
transfers will be made from domestic 
spending to defense spending or, con
versely, whether transfers might be 
made from defense spending to domes
tic spending. The Senator from Ten
nessee is not advocating with this leg
islation that transfers be made. That is 
a decision that will be made by the ap
propriate committees of the U.S. Sen
ate and by the body as a whole after 
proper debate at a later date. 

(Mr. BRYAN assumed the chair.) 
Mr. CHAFEE. Will the Senator from 

Tennessee, since he is on his feet, re-



6786 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE March 25, 1992 
spond to a question? Will the Senator 
from Tennessee acknowledge that, ab
sent this measure which he is foster
ing, those reductions in defense spend
ing would go to reduce the national 
deficit? Is that correct or wrong? 

Mr. SASSER. I think that, yes, that 
under the present agreement, the 
present Budget Enforcement Act, re
ductions in defense spending will re
turn to the Treasury. But as a matter 
of fact, and as a matter of pragmatic 
authority, what has been my experi
ence with the appropriate committees 
dealing with defense matters here, 
whatever the cap is, is there a tend
ency, a strong tendency, to spend to 
that level. 

Let me give the Senator from Rhode 
Island an example. I sat in the defense 
appropriations subcommittee about, I 
guess it was, 3 or 4 years ago, when we 
had the first budget agreement with 
the then new Bush administration. So 
we apportioned out all the money. And 
then somebody said: "Well, wait a 
minute, we have about 2 billion dollars' 
worth of budget authority here. What 
are you going to do with that?" So 
there was sort of a silence. And then 
someone said: "Well, let us build a new 
aircraft carrier and name it after Sen
ator Stennis." And that, I say to my 
distinguished friend from Rhode Island, 
is how we embarked on the program of 
building a new aircraft carrier, because 
the money just happened to be in the 
till. 

So the Senator is right. And I want 
to say the Senator from Rhode Island 
is correct, that reductions in defense 
spending particularly ought to go to 
deficit reductions under the present 
Budget Endorsement Act. 

Mr. CHAFEE. And would the Senator 
from Tennessee furthermore confirm 
the point that was made several times 
on this floor this evening, that if we 
eliminated every nickel that was spent 
on defense and made the total appro
priation for defense zero-zero-that 
the U.S. Government would still be 
borrowing money to balance its 
budget? 

Mr. SASSER. Well, no question, if by 
some wave of the wand you could re
duce the defense appropriations bill to 
zero and you applied all that money to 
the deficit, we would still have a sub
stantial deficit. In fact, if you reduce 
the defense appropriation bill to zero, 
you might find that you would worsen 
the deficit considerably because of de
creased economic activity and prob
ably end up pushing ourselves off into 
a very severe recession or depression. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Well, the point I am 
making is that this country is spending 
$400 billion that it does not have, that 
it is borrowing, in order to fund not 
only defense, which is say $300 billion, 
but other programs as well. In other 
words, the point I am making is that 
we have a long way to go before we are 
even close to balancing this budget. 

And to term, as some do, any savings 
we make in defense as a peace dividend 
is violating the Truth in Labeling Act. 
Because the facts are, it is no dividend. 
It is just reducing the amount we are 
borrowing from our children. 

Mr. President, we really have a trag
edy here, in my judgment. I have 
looked over the list of those who are 
sponsoring this legislation, and on this 
list I find many for whom I have a 
great deal of respect. 

But what they are saying, in effect, 
is, no, no, do not take those savings in 
defense and allocate them to reducing 
the deficit but instead put them up for 
grabs before the appropriate commit
tee; namely, the Appropriations Com
mittee. Now, I do not think anybody in 
this Chamber believes that any of that 
money is going to survive. Indeed, the 
distinguished chairman of the commit
tee has said publicly that he believes 
these sums should go toward infra
structure improvements, welfare pro
grams, education, and hundreds of 
things that we all believe this country 
needs desperately. 

But the question, Mr. President, is, 
are we going to continue on this reck
less course, a course that if we keep it 
up is going go reduce this Nation to a 
Third World country? The alarm has 
been sounded, and I wish more of those 
on the other side would respond to the 
alarm and do something about these 
deficits. 

Here is a chance. Do not break down 
this wall. 

I heard a very fine speech from the 
distinguished Senator from Pennsylva
nia talking about the Berlin Wall came 
down, now bring this wall down. Mr. 
President, I think it is the last thing 
we ought to do is to bring this wall 
down. If we want to cut defense, fine. 
Let us go ahead and cut defense. But 
every nickel that we cut defense, let us 
have it go toward reducing this hor
rible deficit. 

Mr. President, there is talk about 
caring about the future of our country, 
doing something about the things that 
are going to make this a stronger Na
tion. The best thing we can do for this 
country-and I feel this very deeply
the best thing we can do for this coun
try on the domestic side is to reduce 
these horrible deficits. 

We are on a wild careening path-$400 
billion. Mr. President, I am no octoge
narian but I can remember when the 
budget of the United States first went 
through the $100 billion total expendi
tures-$100 billion. And now we have a 
deficit of $400 billion. 

Now who is going to pay this? Well, 
blithely, we say run up the deficit, 
don't have this defense money go that 
direction, and just let our children pay 
for it. And the result of this reckless 
path we are on, Mr. President, is that 
the interest portion of our budget is 
now the highest single item, $300 bil
lion a year. And not a nickel of that for 
principal. That is solely for interest. 

So, I do hope my colleagues will re
spond to the urgent pleas that have 
been made on this side. Do not tear 
down this wall. Let us assure every
body, and particularly our children and 
grandchildren, that we are doing what 
we can to see that these deficits are re
duced. If we cut defense-whatever the 
amount is, and we will debate that, 
whether it is $50 billion or $90 billion, 
whatever the sum-let us have it all go 
to reduce this horrible deficit which is 
going to so dog our children and grand
children in the future. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS] is 
recognized. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, before 
the Senator from Rhode Island leaves 
and before I make a very short state
ment on this issue, I wonder if the Sen
ator from Rhode Island, who has been 
most eloquent about the deficit, would 
share with me how he voted on my 
amendment to eliminate the space sta
tion last year, an amendment which 
would have saved between 113 and 200 
billion dollars over the next 23 years? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I am not sure how I did 
vote in that. From the fact that he has 
asked the question, I suppose my col
league knows how I voted. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I do not know. I 
think I got three Republican votes. 

Mr. CHAFEE. One of them might 
have been mine. I think the Senator 
from Arkansas will testify that, on this 
side of the aisle, I have been one of the 
biggest budget cutters there is. I think 
I joined with the Senator from Arkan
sas time and time again in voting, for 
example, about the SDI program and, 
indeed, we have made progress. The 
Senator from Arkansas and I were the 
prime leaders about one of the most ri
diculous spending i terns that came be
fore this body as he well knows, the re
commissioning of 30-year-old battle
ships, a fight in which we went after 
battleship No. 1 and lost; went after 
battleship No. 2 and lost. I do not think 
we got more than 35 votes at our high 
watermark. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator hit it 
right on the nose. 

Mr. CHAFEE. If I do recall, the dis
tinguished Senator from Arkansas will 
corroborate this, they recommissioned 
these foolish battleships at a tremen
dous cost and soon thereafter de
comissioned them. 

Mr. BUMPERS. They are either all in 
mothballs or about to be in mothballs, 
which again shows the vision and the 
wisdom of the Senator from Rhode Is
land and the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. CHAFEE. That is a sentiment I 
will heartily agree with. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I would say the ques
tion was not asked pejoratively. But I 
want to say to the Senator from Rhode 
Island and the other Senators on the 
floor, they are going to get a chance to 
revisit every one of those things this 
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year-the space station, the super
conducting super collider, SDI, the in
telligence program. "We are spending 
$30 billion a year," so the New York 
Times says, "on intelligence," the 
lion's share of which is going to spy on 
Russia, which has applied for admis
sion to NATO. You think about that 
one for awhile. 

When it comes to the deficit and 
doing something about it, I believe in 
really doing something about it. 

I think the most defining moment I 
ever had in the Senate was in 1981 when 
I was 1 of 11 Senators who voted 
against that tax cut. That was the gen
esis of where we are right now. But I do 
not want to revisit all of that. I want 
to assure everybody that when they 
come over here and wail about the defi
cit, they are going to have opportunity 
after opportunity to do something 
about it, because this Senator is going 
to give them that opportunity. 

Mr. President, one other thing before 
the Senator from Rhode Island leaves 
the floor. He asked the Senator from 
Tennessee, "If we eliminated all de
fense spending, would we still have a 
deficit?" The obvious answer to that is 
yes, because defense spending is $285 
billion and the deficit is $400 billion. 

If you could wave a magic wand and 
do that, Mr. President, obviously, we 
would still have a $115 billion deficit, 
but that certainly is a lot better than 
$400 billion. But nobody is going to sug
gest that. 

What we have to do is come up with 
a realistic long-term plan to reduce the 
deficit without throwing the economy 
into a further tailspin at the same 
time. It is not easily done. But the 
point I want to make is this: You can 
take seven programs-listen carefully 
to this-here they are: Defense, Social 
Security, Medicare, Medicaid, interest 
on the debt, veterans' pensions, and 
Civil Service pensions. Just take those 
seven programs. There are roughly 
about 500 spending programs in the 
Federal Government, as I recall. Just 
take those seven and totally wipe out 
all the other 493 spending programs. 
And you will still have a deficit. That 
is how bad it is. 

People sit around the coffee shop and 
say why do you not cut welfare? Or 
why do you not cut Medicaid? Nobody 
on the Senate floor ever proposes cut
ting or eliminating a single one of the 
seven things. Are you going to vote to 
cut Civil Service pensions? Are you 
going to vote to cut Medicare and So
cial Security? The obvious answer is 
no. But if you just fund those seven 
programs-and that is all-you would 
still have a deficit. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Could I make one point 
with the Senator? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes, of course. 
Mr. CHAFEE. I just want to say the 

Senator from Arkansas has put his fin
ger right on the very, very politically 
sensitive programs that are there. 
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Sometimes they are called entitle
ments. And the fact of the matter is 
that unless people from this side and 
people from that side get together with 
the administration and say somehow 
we are going to wrestle with these pro
grams and get them under control, this 
country is never going to straighten.it
self out. And we will get in worse and 
worse condition. 

I personally believe-and I would be 
interested if the Senator from Arkan
sas confirms this-that one of the rea
sons this recession is so difficult and 
that we are not coming out of it like 
we have in past recessions is because of 
the overhang of the Federal debt; not 
only the deficit which we are running 
every year, but the debt that is over
hanging this Nation. I believe that has 
changed the equation from past si tua
tions. 

The point is that unless we get con
trol of this situation, it is going to get 
worse and worse in the future. The 
Senator from Arkansas has just point
ed out, he discussed seven programs. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Seven programs. 
Mr. CHAFEE. He is absolutely right. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Incidentally, I say to 

my colleague, up until this year, de
fense was one of those sacred cows. 
Anybody who talked about cutting de
fense could face those 30-second spots 
when he ran for reelection about how 
he was soft on defense. This is the first 
time you can talk sensibly about de
fense without being threatened with 
the loss of your seat. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I say this, also: This is 
politically risky territory as every sin
gle one of us knows. But the question 
is, are we going to be able to do it? I 
certainly hope we can. I have pre
viously thought the most nagging do
mestic problem in the balance of this 
decade was health care. But now I have 
come to believe it is these deficits. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, has 
my colleague noticed how people 
around here talk about how they are 
for national health insurance but when 
you ask them how they are going to 
pay for it, they fall strangely silent? It 
is because everybody would like to 
have national health care but nobody 
wants to tell the people of this country 
that it is very expensive and it is going 
to cost some money. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from Rhode Island for staying for this 
short colloquy. I thought it was inter
esting and edifying. 

I might say one other thing in his 
presence. I strongly believe-! am not 
asking the Senator to comment on 
this-the President vetoed the bill we 
passed here last week and he vetoed it 
because there was a tax increase in it. 
I do not think anybody would argue 
with that. He vetoed the bill because 
there was a $12 billion annual tax in
crease to be paid by the wealthiest 1 
percent of the people in this country. 

Somebody said, well, that is class 
warfare. In a sense, it is class warfare 

because for the past 10 years, the top 20 
percent, especially the top 1 percent, 
have done very, very well. The middle 
67 million people have done very, very 
badly. 

Here is my point. I think we ought to 
pass the same bill again and send it to 
the President and say, Mr. President, 
you did not favor that middle-income 
tax cut for the 67 million people in the 
middle. You did not favor that. We are 
sending you one where the entire $12 
billion goes on the deficit. 

I do not mind telling you I was not 
very enthusiastic about that middle-in-:
come tax cut. I made no bones about 
that. I voted for it in the interests of 
fairness. I just did not see how I could 
not vote for it because that middle 
class has lost ground in the last 12 
years. But I think we ought to send it 
to the President and say put every 
dime of it on deficit reduction. He may 
veto it. But I would also up the ante on 
that one. 

I would say to him, Mr. President, if 
you will sign this bill to cut the deficit 
by $12 billion, we will match you, dol
lar for dollar in spending cuts on the 
deficit. Do not cut the deficit $12 bil
lion, cut it $25 billion. 

That is when I will be coming with 
my amendments to cut funding for the 
space station and Super Collider and 
all the rest of it. I promise my col
league, he and I together in 2 hours 
time can find $12 to $20 billion dollars 
in spending cuts in that budget. 

Somebody said, big deal, $400 billion 
deficit and you are going to cut it by $2 
billion? One of the reasons we have a 
$400 billion deficit is because we have 
that kind of mentality. 

I will tell you an interesting story. I 
have not told this story, have not is
sued a press release on it, but it just 
goes to something I was pleased about. 

Two weeks ago, a good friend of mine 
who is a roofer called and said "Dale, 
GSA wants to put a new roof on the 
Ozark National Forest Headquarters in 
Russellville, AR." He said, "I went up 
there and was going to bid . on it." "It 
was going to cost $250,000 to $300,000. I 
looked at it and there was a beautiful 
tile roof. I looked it over and concluded 
that 100 new tiles would make that roof 
like new." So I called the GSA in Dal
las or Fort Worth, wherever they are. I 
said, "Why do you want to tear this 
beautiful tile roof off, tear the deck off 
and put shingles on it?" 

"Well, a tile fell off last week and al
most hit a woman on the head. So we 
decided we don't want a lawsuit and so 
will put a new roof on it." I said, "You 
can put tile catchers on a roof like that 
for little or nothing." He said, "Why 
don't you call this architect up in Fort 
Smith." 

I called the guy who is the mainte
nance building grounds supervisor at 
Arkansas Tech University. They have 
three tile roofs out there. I did all of 
that. And they both confirmed what he 
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had just said. The fellow who was the 
maintenance building grounds super
visor at Arkansas Tech University said 
he disagreed, it might take 200 tiles. He 
said, "Since you called me, I called and 
the tile is still being made out in Indi
ana. You can buy 100 of them for $12.50 
or you can buy 500 of them for $8 each." 

He said, "You can repair that roof for 
something under $10,000." So I wrote 
the GSA a letter, a long letter. I spent 
all day at this. You know sometimes 
our constituents wonder what we do. I 
spent all day at this. I wrote the GSA 
and I said this is the silliest thing I 
have ever heard of, and I am sending a 
copy of this letter to the chairman of 
the Governmental Affairs Committee 
and Senator HOLLINGS who is chairman 
of the appropriate appropriations sub
committee, and so on. Do you know 
what? Within a week that was all 
scrapped and they are going to repair 
the roof. 

The reason I took the time to do that 
is because I do not want to fall into the 
mentality of saying $250,000 saved does 
not amount to anything, but the rea
son we have a $400 billion deficit is be
cause people have the idea around here 
that if you cannot cut it all at one 
time, it is not worth messing with. 

Mr. President, I intend to support the 
pending bill by the distinguished Sen
ator from Tennessee to take down the 
walls. I want most of the cuts in de
fense spending to go on the deficit. 
Senator NUNN says that the $50 billion 
cut in defense spending is not enough. 
He says it ought to be $85 billion. 
Chairman AS PIN, chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee in the 
House of Representatives, says· we 
ought to cut $100 billion over the next 
5 years. 

I do not know who is right, but it is 
going to be more than the $50 billion 
the President is proposing. It is prob
ably going to be closer to Senator 
NUNN's proposal of $85 billion over the 
next 5 years. 

If you want to put every dime of it on 
the deficit, that is fine with me. But 
when you consider the fact that 20 per
cent of the children in this country are 
in poverty, · when you consider that 
there are 10 million people out of work 
waiting for Congress to pass a program 
that will stimulate the economy and 
put them back to work it just may be 
that some of the additional 5 to 10 bil
lion dollars that will be taken out of 
defense next year should go to vi tal do
mestic programs. I would like to see 
most of it go on the deficit because 
that is the thing that threatens the 
economic viability of this country-but 
there i.s not any point in leaving that 
wall up as the budgeters did back in 
1990. 

I will tell you something, Mr. Presi
dent, that is not meant to denigrate 
any of my colleagues on either side of 
the aisle. I believe there is a feeling 
that if we leave the walls up knowing 

that any defense cuts must necessarily 
go on the deficit and cannot be trans
ferred to any domestic use, whether it 
is education, health care, Head Start, 
you name it, I think there is a feeling 
that everybody will lose interest on 
this side of the aisle. If we cannot take 
that money and squander it on some 
domestic program, we just do not care 
whether we cut defense or not. 

I am not just hot to cut defense. I 
want it cut selectively. I want us to 
eliminate weapons systems we no 
longer need, man power we do not any 
longer need. But it does not make any 
sense to leave those so-called firewalls 
up. My votes on defense are going to be 
the same whether this bill passes or 
does not pass. If it does not pass, I 
know every dime of it will go on the 
deficit. If it does pass, and we see a 
need, and Lord knows there are plenty 
of needs in this economy, then we can 
take at least part of it and put it over 
on getting this economy rolling again. 

Mr. President, do you know how to 
eliminate the deficit? A vibrant econ
omy. We will never make a dent in the 
economy as long as we have 10 million 
people unemployed and growing at 1 
percent or less. The key to deficit re
duction is to have people working and 
paying taxes into the U.S. Treasury 
and corporate profits. Look at the Wall 
Street Journal; look at where cor
porate profits are. Take General Mo
tors. The automobile industry alone 
lost $7 billion last year. Think of it. 
They are not going to be paying taxes 
for a long time because they are going 
to be writing off that loss. 

So, Mr. President, this is not some
thing that I am just obsessed with, 
taking the so-called firewall down so 
you transfer funds from one area to an
other, so far as I am concerned every 
dime of it can go in the deficit. It 
would be a good place to challenge the 
President on the tax bill. Say, "Mr. 
President, if you will sign this bill, 
that will cut the deficit $12 billion and 
we will find spending cuts of $12 billion 
to match it." That is a good challenge 
to the President. He ought to jump on 
it like a chicken after a June bug. Mr. 
President, because we are not going to 
vote tonight, I have nothing further to 
say. I see the Senator from Iowa appar
ently waiting to speak. I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY] is rec
ognized. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
want to add my voice to those who 
have spoken already against the mo
tion to proceed to the consideration of 
S. 2399. I also want to use this oppor
tunity to voice my disappointment at 
seeing the majority party resorting to 
a roundabout approach in the way that 
this bill was brought to the floor be
cause obviously it circumvents the 
Budget Committee. I am a member of 
that committee, and I would like to 

have the deliberation of that commit
tee involved in the process before legis
lation comes to the floor. 

I think it is fair to ask, Mr. Presi
dent, what has become of the budget 
process? Here we are late at night and 
yet the Senate Budget Committee has 
not cast a single vote and has not even 
begun to consider a budget resolution. 

With each passing day, we on that 
committee move 1 day closer to being 
discharged of our responsibility for de
veloping a budget resolution and, quite 
frankly, I am finding it increasingly 
difficult to convince my constituents 
and even sometimes myself that the 
Budget Committee serves a useful pur
pose. 

Of course, I cannot speak for the 
Members of the majority party on the 
Budget Committee, but I do not think 
I am overstepping my bounds in saying 
that my colleagues and I on the minor
ity are ready to get down to work, have 
the Budget Committee meet, have us 
deliberate and by a majority vote get a 
budget resolution out of that commit
tee for consideration on the floor of the 
Senate. 

More than one Member of the major
ity party has stood on this floor today 
to complain that we in the minority 
are somehow obstructing the process 
by not allowing this bill to proceed. We 
are willing to look at this or any other 
budget-related proposal, but we have a 
clearly defined procedure by which 
that is to be accomplished, and that is 
the work through the Budget Commit
tee. 

If the distinguished chairman of the 
Budget Committee would truly like his 
measure fairly considered, I respect
fully suggest that he dispense with the 
parliamentary gymnastics and abandon 
this effort that has been going on 
today to subvert the committee proc
ess. It is totally uncharacteristic of the 
chairman of the committee. I have 
worked on that committee with him 
for 12 years and have found him very 
cooperative, have found him willing, 
until now, to have the process work. So 
I am a little surprised. 

We have been all through this winter 
hearing lots of talk about tough 
choices which would be waiting for us 
when Congress returned to work in 
1992, and we have been hearing that, to 
some extent, since we have convened 
this year. 

Unfortunately today, as we face the 
first and, arguably, the easiest of those 
choices, we find the majority already 
caving in to the pressures of the proc
ess clearly unprepared, clearly unwill
ing to deal with those choices, prefer
ring instead to abandon the process 
that normally we go through in the 
Budget Committee. 

It is no secret that I opposed the 
adoption of the 1990 Budget Enforce
ment Act. I did so on the basis of the 
tax increases which were a part of that 
package. Still, the Budget Enforce-
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ment Act was adopted, and .its budget 
rules then became the law of land. So 
it is about time that we start playing 
by the rules that the majority of this 
body adopted back there in October 
1990 rather than rushing out to change 
those rules each time they do not suit 
our spending fancy. 

It is also no secret that I have long 
been a watchdog of the Pentagon, seek
ing to curb wasteful military spending, 
seeking to achieve greater manage
ment efficiency, seeking to reform the 
acquisition procedures, and generally 
to ensure that the United States gets 
the most bang for its military buck. 

But as far as I am concerned-and it 
is one of the major points of this de
bate-Pentagon spending is not what 
this debate is all about. At the heart of 
this debate is just one underlying ques
tion: Are we in Congress ever going to 
get serious about balancing the Federal 
budget? 

I look around, and I sure do not see 
many signs of a serious approach to 
deficit reduction from the other side of 
the aisle of this body. We have heard 
lots of elaborate numbers quoted on 
the floor today, and we have heard and 
read about them through the various 
media of our country, all people trying 
to make a case that this program has 
grown faster than that program or as a 
percentage of some other abstract 
measure. 

We can use all this mumbo jumbo, 
but the American people are not buy
ing our statistical doubletalk, for they 
know and I know the simple truth is 
that our annual deficits are achieving 
record levels and our national debt 
total has become incomprehensible. 
That is what the people understand, 
and that is what they expect us to deal 
with. The simple truth is that our ac
cumulated debt is so great that in the 
most recently completed fiscal year of 
1991, outlays for interest on the public 
debt exceeded outlays for defense ex
penditures and accounted for the single 
largest component of our Federal 
budget. 

Now, just one more time to get that 
straight. For the first time, in fiscal 
year 1991, the interest on the national 
debt became the largest component in 
the Federal budget. No longer is it de
fense expenditures. No longer is it So
cial Security. 

It has been suggested to us that 
somehow, if we will just break down 
these firewalls, it will have absolutely 
no impact on our deficit in fiscal year 
1993, that we will just be somehow 
shifting funds from one category to an
other category, and in this instance it 
is obviously going to be from defense to 
a myriad of domestic programs. 

But it is not that simple, and this 
just is not so. What we are going to be 
doing, if that happens, is piling up an
nual deficits in the neighborhood of 
$400 billion so that every dollar that we 
refuse to save and refuse to apply to 

deficit reduction does, in fact, increase 
that deficit. 

The majority party has been portray
ing the budget caps as some sort of di
vine right to spend. If by some stroke 
of budgetary restraint Congress spent 
right up to the caps in each discre
tionary category and not a dollar be
yond, some in this Chamber would con
tend that we have done nothing to in
crease the deficit. But that just is not 
so. For the truth is that current reve
nue levels, coupled with spending at 
the discretionary cap levels, will yield 
hundreds of millions of dollars of new 
deficit spending and, consequently, new 
debt. By suggesting that we take down 
the firewalls, the majority party, I be
lieve, has ad..."'litted that it cannot sat
isfy its desire to spend by simply ex
hausting every last dollar permitted 
under the domestic discretionary cap, 
which, I think, if you look at that 
budget agreement of 1990, you would 
find in those caps increases from the 
previous year for inflation and in
creases in addition to inflation for new 
programs, or net increases. 

By suggesting that we take down the 
firewalls, the majority party is admit
ting that it just does not have the 
stomach to see a few dollars go 
unspent, to see reductions in defense 
expenditures actually reducing that 
deficit. And those are real reductions 
in deficit because, when major leaders 
of both parties of the Congress, both 
Houses of the Congress agree that we 
ought to reduce at least by $50 billion
and many agree much more than 
that-in conjunction with the White 
House already reaching a conclusion 
for at least a $50 billion reduction in 
expenditures for defense, it is going to 
happen. We are going to spend $50 bil
lion less in defense, and, if we do noth
ing, that is $50 billion less in the deficit 
over the next few years. But if these 
firewalls are down, it is going to be 
spent and I will bet all of it will be 
spent over here on the domestic side of 
that ledger. 

In response to the rhetorical question 
proposed by the Senator from Ten
nessee, the chairman of the commit
tee-he said this earlier today-! say 
"No." I guess I do not believe the Sen
ate can be trusted to act wisely this 
year without the discipline provided by 
the Budget Enforcement Act. I believe 
if these firewalls go down, we spend 
those dollars. If those firewalls stay up, 
$50 billion less of defense expenditures, 
$50 billion less of deficit and debt. 

I think it is time we stop referring to 
this proposal as a firewall bill and that 
we start referring to it by a more ap
propriate name, the "floodgate" bill 
because the floodgates will be down 
and more spending will result. This bill 
seeks, then, to open the floodgates on a 
sea of more and newer red ink. Budgets 
written in red ink have always been 
the wrong formula for America, and it 
is the wrong formula this year as well. 

We should stick by the formula of 1990. 
Imperfect as it might be, it is still bet
ter than the lack of restraint that is 
going to result from the passage of this 
proposed legislation. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, the dis

tinguished Senator from Iowa, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, has indeed been a stalwart 
on the Budget Committee and in the 
U.S. Senate in seeking to impose some 
type of rational control over defense 
spending. 

He has been a watchdog of the mili
tary budget during the years that he 
served on the Budget Committee and 
has developed a particular interest, I 
think, and expertise in trying to bring 
a more cost efficient means or method 
to the Pentagon in the way they have 
managed their business, and in the way 
they make their purchases. 

I want to pay tribute to the Senator 
from Iowa, this evening on the floor, 
for his stalwart efforts in that regard. 

I might say to my friend that the 
reason we have chosen to bring this bill 
to the floor in this manner and not 
bring it first before the Senate Budget 
Committee is because to take this, in 
effect, an amendment to the Budget 
Enforcement Act to the Budget Com
mittee for direct action would require, 
after our favorable action on the so
called walls bill, their referring the bill 
to the Governmental Affairs Commit
tee where it would reside for a period of 
no less than 30 days where that com
mittee could work its will on it, and 
amend it in any way that it sought, in 
any way that it felt was necessary and 
wise; and then bring the bill to the 
floor thereafter. 

Time being of the essence, it was my 
view that we ought to resolve this di
lemma one way or the other, resolve 
this dispute one way or the other as 
quickly as possible so we would know 
where we were going then when we 
took up the marking up of the budget 
resolution in the Budget Committee in 
a timely fashion. 

Frankly, we have delayed for a cou
ple of weeks here waiting for the House 
of Representatives to act. It is my view 
that perhaps the House would act. If 
the House acted unfavorably on amend
ing the Budget Enforcement Act of 
1990, there is no reason for the Senate 
to take it up. If they acted favorably, 
then of course we would want to move 
to take it up. 

But the House has not acted and they 
have simply been in limbo there for 2 
weeks. It is my view that we ought to 
go forward here on the floor and let the 
Senate work its will on this particular 
piece of legislation so that when we re
turn to the budget resolution we, in the 
Budget Committee, would know one of 
two things: 

We would know, in domestic discre
tionary, if we simply mark to the caps, 
and this would mean a reduction of $6.7 
billion below the baseline; we would 
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know that is what we would be re
quired to do if the walls are not taken 
down. Our only real task then before 
the Budget Committee would be to de
termine the magnitude of the reduc
tion in defense spending that we would 
want to have under the cap; the mag
nitude of the defense reduction that 
the committee would .vote out in its 
resolution. 

I am hopeful that in the Budget Com
mittee, and when we do get to a resolu
tion the Senate, the Senator from Iowa 
will act in his characteristic fashion of 
taking a very hard look at military 
spending, and working with the chair
man and others of a like mind on the 
committee to try to reduce this spend
ing; and, if the walls are not taken 
down, allocate these savings purely and 
solely to deficit reduction. 

But we simply are not in the position 
to know where we go in the Budget 
Committee until we know how the 
body feels about whether or not the 
walls should be taken down a year ear
lier. 

So that is the reason that I brought 
this bill to the floor to get it acted on 
expeditiously rather than delaying for 
another 30 days or 6 weeks as it went 
through the budget process, then 
through the Governmental Affairs 
Committee, then bringing it to the 
floor where there would be extended de
bate, time running all the time, which 
meant our budget resolution would be 
delayed and we would certainly miss 
all of our deadlines. 

I make that explanation to my friend 
from Iowa because he is a very con
scientious and valuable member of the 
Budget Committee, and I would not 
want him to leave this Chamber think
ing that the chairman had acted in a 
duplicitous way to try to avoid bring
ing this measure before the full Budget 
Committee. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
thank the chairman of the cornmi ttee 
and the manager of this bill for his ex
planation. I hope I did not infer any 
bad motives in the process. I question 
it as a basis of procedure and policy as 
I did in my remarks. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
thank him for his statements about 
me. 

In addition, I want to say to the 
chairman that I do expect to be in that 
group that would be working to cut de
fense, at least the S50 billion and per
haps more, an amount in my mind un
certain at this point. But I want to say 
at least that a generally agreed upon 
figure I will be working to have, but I 
also will be working to have it be used 
for deficit reduction. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BURNS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Montana [Mr. BURNS]. 
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, as we 

draw the debate to a close, I will have 
more to say on this subject tomorrow. 

But as I listen to the debate tonight on 
this issue and the thing about walls, it 
reminds me of some negotiations we 
were going through the other day in 
the business of allocating water. They 
kept using a figure, a certain figure 
that was about 2-million-acre feet 
which was more-actually called wet 
water-than was flowing down the 
canal. 

We had a hard time in getting the ne
gotiators together and to admit that 
we had only say 4 million feet rather 
than 6. 

When we get back to reality, and I 
think that is what this Government 
has to come back to, is the reality that 
we only have so many dollars and how 
we spend those dollars, that is when 
the ruckus breaks out. 

So I will address this tomorrow. I 
suggest to my colleagues that we look 
at real figures instead of guessing, that 
one day we abandon baseline budget
ing, and get back into the real world 
and tell the American people this is 
how much we have, and this is what we 
will have to spend and quit borrowing 
against the future. 

So I will have more to say on that to
morrow. 

Mr. President, seeing no other Sen
ator seeking recognition, I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

GREEK INDEPENDENCE DAY 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, on 

this day 171 years ago, the Greek peo
ple began their arduous struggle to re
establish their independence after 
nearly four centuries of Turkish Otto
man rule. In the following 8 difficult 
years, determined Greek patriots 
fought against tremendous odds to rid 
themselves of nearly four centuries of 
tyrannical rule. After nearly a decade 
of armed struggle, liberty for the 
Greek homeland was secured and with 
it came the reaffirmation of individual 
freedoms which are the heart of Greek 
tradition and culture. 

The struggle for independence cap
tured the imagination of a young re
public on the other side of the Atlan
tic-the United States of America. In 
1823, President James Monroe observed: 

The whole civilized world took a deep in
terest in the heroic struggle of the Greeks 
which brought to mind both exalted senti
ments and the best of feelings. 

The struggle for Greek independence 
provoked sympathy and enthusiasm 

from Americans of all walks of life. 
Many volunteers from various local
ities in America sailed to Greece to 
join the struggle. State legislatures 
and town meetings across the Nation 
passed resolutions in support of the 
Greek struggle. In the House of Rep
resentatives, Congressman Daniel Web
ster put the Greek case to his col
leagues in the 18th Congress when he 
declared in a floor speech: 

They look to us as the great Republic of 
the Earth and they ask us by our common 
faith, whether we can forget that they are 
now st1:uggling for what we can so ably 
enjoy. 

In many respects, this was a natural 
reaction to a momentous struggle oc
curring in the Oid World. First, sym
pathy for the Greek uprising was root
ed in our young Nation's own experi
ence in overthrowing foreign domina
tion and establishing a democratic re
public. Second, and just as impor
tantly, it was from ancient Greece, the 
birthplace of democracy, that our fore
fathers drew the form and substance 
for our new experience in governance. 

Just as the founders of the American 
Republic had earlier drawn inspiration 
from the democratic ideals of the an
cient Greeks, the Greek patriots drew 
inspiration as well from the American 
Revolution. Henry Steele Commager, 
the noted American historian, has dis
cussed the extent to which the archi
tects of the Revolution and the authors 
of the Declaration of Independence, the 
Constitution, and the Bill of Rights 
were familiar with Plutarch and 
Thucydides, and with ancient Greek 
ideas of civil liberty and citizenship. 
There is, he wrote, a "continuous rain 
of references" in the debates of the 
Founding Fathers to the experience of 
the ancient world, and in the Federal
ist papers to ancient history. 

As Thomas Jefferson observed of 
himself and his colleagues, "to the an
cient Greeks * * * we are all indebted 
for the light which led ourselves out of 
Gothic darkness." 

Surely our Founding Fathers mar
veled, as we do today, over the words of 
Pericles 2,000 years ago, when the 
Athenian statesman observed that: 

Our Constitution is called a democracy be
cause power is in the hands not of a minority 
but of the whole people. When it is a ques
tion of settling private disputes, everyone is 
equal before the law; when it is a question of 
putting one person before another in posi
tions of public responsibility, what counts is 
not membership of a particular class, but the 
actual ability which the man possesses. 

The ties which binds the two nations 
and the two peoples were forged 
through mutual inspiration in the 
early days of both our republics. For 
more than 170 years these ties have 
been reinforced in countless ways. As 
nations and peoples in World War I, 
Americans and Greeks were steadfast 
allies. During the darkest days of 
World War II, when it seemed inevi
table that Hitler and Mussolini's forces 
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would overrun Europe with little re
sistance, the courageous Greek people 
defeated Mussolini's army, thus giving 
the free world its first victory over the 
Axis powers and effectively delaying 
their occupation of Greece. Nowhere 
was the Nazi occupation more brutal 
than in Greece; and nowhere was the 
resistance more determined or heroic 
than in Greece. More than 600,000 
Greeks, 9 percent of the entire popu
lation of that land, died fighting on the 
side of the Allies in World War II. 

In the postwar period, the commit
ment of President Harry Truman and 
the American people helped the people 
of Greece to turn back a Communist 
insurgency and to rebuild their coun
try. During Greece's post-World War 
struggle against communism, Presi
dent Truman said: 

The valor of Greece * * * convinces me 
that the Greek people are equal to the task. 

Greece continues to be a reliable ally 
and friends. During Operation Desert 
Storm, the Greek Government re
sponded in impressive fashion in con
tributing to the successful efforts of 
the United States-led coalition forces 
to reverse Saddam Hussein's invasion 
and occupation of Kuwait. 

Today, Greece stands as the only bul
wark of democracy and stability in the 
Balkans where the dissolution of post
World War II Yugoslavia has led tore
newed ethnic and religious turmoil in 
that region of the world. 

President James Monroe, in his 1822 
message to the 17th Congress, observed 
that: 

The mention of Greece fills the mind with 
the most exalted sentiments and arouses in 
our bosom the best feelings of which our na
ture is susceptible. 

That sentiment was an expression of 
admiration for the ancient Greeks who 
gave to us the concept of governance 
which our Founding Fathers drew upon 
so heavily in creating our representa
tive democracy. In celebrating Greek 
Independence Day we are reaffirming 
our appreciation for this unique gift 
given us by the ancient Greeks. 

The global community is caught in 
the midst of impressive change where 
totalitarian and authoritarian 
ideologies are being swept aside. Yet, 
the one enduring idea which has stood 
the test of time and continues to cap
ture the imagination of people around 
the world is the democratic ideal. It 
has stood the test of time because, as 
Pericles stated more than two millen
nia ago, democracy confers power on 
the whole people, not a minority. 

APPOINTMENT BY THE 
REPUBLICAN LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair has an announcement to make. 

The chair, on behalf of the Repub
lican leader, pursuant to Public Law 
102-240, appoints Mr. Ralph Stanley, of 
Virginia; as a member of the Commis-

sion to Promote Investment in Ameri
ca's Infrastructure. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ESTABLISHING THE JOINT CON- AUTHORIZING USE OF THE CAP-
GRESSIONAL COMMITTEE ON IN- ITOL ROTUNDA FOR INAUGURAL 
AUGURAL CEREMONIES ACTIVITIES 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider
ation of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
102, a concurrent resolution establish
ing the Joint Congressional Committee 
on Inaugural Ceremonies, submitted 
earlier today by Senators FORD and 
STEVENS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the concurrent resolu
tion by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 102) 
to provide for a Joint Congressional Commit
tee on Inaugural Ceremonies. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider
ation of the concurrent resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider · the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, today I am 
submitting. for myself and Mr. STEVENS 
a concurreii.t resolution authorizing 
the rotunda of the U.S. Capitol to be 
used on January 20, 1993, in connection 
with the proceedings and ceremonies 
for the inauguration of the President
elect and the Vice President-elect of 
the United States. 

The concurrent resolution is iden
tical to the one approved by the Con
gress in 1988 and is essential in the 
event circumstances require that the 
inaugural ceremony be moved indoors. 
As you will recall, this was the case in 
1985 when bitterly cold weather neces
sitated a last-minute change from the 
west front inside to the rotunda. 

This concurrent resolution will as
sure that the Joint Congressional Com
mittee on Inaugural Ceremonies has 
the necessary authority to take similar 
action in 1983 in the event it is re-
quired. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the concur
rent resolution. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 102) was agreed to, as follows: 

S. CON. RES. 102 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep

resentatives concurring), That a Joint Con
gressional Committee on Inaugural Cere
monies of three Senators and three Rep
resentatives, to be appointed by the Presi
dent of the Senate and the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, respectively, is au
thorized to make the necessary arrange
ments for the inauguration of the President
elect and Vice President-elect of the United 
States on the 20th day of January 1993. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. BURNS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider
ation of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
103, a concurrent resolution authoriz
ing the use of the Capitol rotunda for 
inaugural activities, submitted earlier 
today by Senators FORD and STEVENS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the concurrent resolu
tion by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 103) 
authorizing the rotunda of the United States 
Capitol to be used on January 20, 1993, in 
connection with the proceedings and cere
monies for the inauguration of the Presi
dent-elect and the Vice President-elect of 
the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider
ation of the concurrent resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 102 provides for 
a Joint Congressional Committee on 
Inaugural Ceremonies, consisting of 
three Senators appointed by the Presi
dent of the Senate, and three Rep
resentatives appointed by the Speaker 
of the House. The joint committee will 
make the arrangements for the inau
guration of the President and Vice 
President on January 20, 1993. this is 
the same resolution adopted by the 
Congress in 1984 and 1988. Senator STE
VENS and I are pleased to cosponsor 
this concurrent resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the concur
rent resolution. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 103) was agreed to; as follows: 

S. CON. RES. 103 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep

resentatives concurring), That the rotunda of 
the United States Capitol is hereby author
ized to be used on January 20, 1993, by the 
Joint Congressional Committee on Inaugural 
Ceremonies in connection with the proceed
ings and ceremonies conducted for the inau
guration of the President-elect and the Vice 
President-elect of the United States. Such 
Committee is authorized to utilize appro
priate equipment and the services of appro
priate personnel of departments and agencies 
of the Federal Government, under arrange
ments between such Committee and the 
heads of such departments and agencies, in 
connection with such proceedings and cere
monies. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. BURNS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
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PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT 

AMENDMENTS 
Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask 

that the Chair lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa
tives on S. 1306. 

The· PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the following message 
from the House of Representatives: 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate disagree with the 
amendments to the House, agree to the 
request for a conference, and that the 
Chair be authorized to appoint con
ferees on behalf of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Hawaii. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Chair · appointed Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
PELL, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. THURMOND, and Mr. DUREN
BERGER conferees on behalf of the Sen
ate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority leader is recognized. 

APPROPRIATIONS CATEGORY 
REFORM ACT 

MOTION TO PROCEED 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
send a cloture motion to the desk, and 
I ask unanimous consent that the vote 
on this cloture motion occur tomor
row, Thursday, at a time to be deter
mined by the majority leader, after 
consultation with the Republican lead
er, with the mandatory live quorum 
being waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The cloture motion having been pre
sented under rule XXII, the Chair di
rects the clerk to read the cloture mo
tion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on: the motion to 
proceed to S. 2399, a bill to allow rational 
choice between defense and domestic discre
tionary spending: 

George Mitchell, Harris Wofford, Paul 
Sarbanes, Paul Simon, Jim Sasser, 
Howard Metzenbaum, Bob Graham, 
John Glenn, Terry Sanford, Timothy E. 
Wirth, Frank R. Lautenberg, Wendell 
Ford, Mark Hatfield, Patrick Leahy, 
Kent Conrad, Jeff Bingaman, Richard 
H. Bryan. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc
uments, which were referred as indi
cated: 

EC-2834. A communication from the Dep
uty Assistant Secretary of Defense (Commu
nications, Computers & Logistics), transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report about con
verting the Custodial Services function at 
USAF Academy, Colorado to performance by 
contract; to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

EC-2835. A communication from the Comp
troller of the Department of Defense, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the De
partment's Future Years Defense Program 
(FYDP) and associated Procurement and 
RDT&E Annexes for the FY 1993 President's 
Budget; to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

EC-2836. A communication from the 
Adminstrator of the Environmental Protec
tion Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the National Water Quality Inventory Re
port for calendar year 1990; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-2837. A communication from the Presi
dent and Chief Executive Officer of the Over
se.as Private Investment Corporation, trans
mitting, a draft of proposed legislation to 
amend the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
with respect to the activities of the Overseas 
Private Investment Corporation; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-2838. A communication from the Direc
tor of the United States Information Agency, 
transmitting, a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend Section 235 of the Foreign Rela
tions Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1990 
and 1991 (Public Law 101-246) and to amend 
Section 701 of the United States Information 
and Educational Exchange Act of 1948, as 
amended (Public Law 80-402); to the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee on 

Labor and Human Resources, with an amend
ment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 2055. A bill to amend the Job Training 
Partnership Act to strengthen the program 
of employment and training assistance under 
the Act, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
102-264). 

By Mr. RIEGLE, from the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, with
out amendment: 

S. 2482. A bill to provide funding for the 
Resolution Trust Corporation, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, yester
day, the Senate Committee on Bank
ing, Housing and Urban Affairs ap
proved additional funding for the Reso
lution Trust Corporation. Below is a 
brief summary of the action that was 
taken by the committee, together with 
a copy of the bill. 

SUMMARY 

BACKGROUND 

In the 1989 FIRREA legislation, Congress 
created the Resolution Trust Corporation 
("RTC") to protect depositors at failed sav
ings and loans that are taken over by the 
Government between January 1, 1989, and 
August 9, 1992 (since amended to September 
30, 1993) and to sell the assets that the RTC 
acquires from failed thrifts. 

Congress has authorized RTC funding on 3 
prior occasions: $50 billion in August 1989; $30 
billion in March 1991; and $25 billion in No
vember 1991. 

Originally, the Administration requested 
Congress provide $50 billion to the RTC to 
close failed savings and loans. In 1990, it be
came apparent that the $50 billion would be 
exhausted long before the RTC completed 
the program. In March of 1991, Congreds au
thorized an interim $30 billion for the RTC to 
continue to close failed savings and loans 
while it studied means of restructuring the 
RTC to make it more efficient. On November 
27, 1991, Congress enacted legislation to 
eliminate the RTC's dual board structure, es
tablish a presidentially appointed full-time 
Chief Executive Officer, and provide the RTC 
with $25 billion to close failed savings and 
loans. Based on the representations on how 
long the money would last, the Congress pro
vided that the money was only available 
until April 1, 1992. 

It is now imperative that Congress approve 
additional funds for the RTC. The RTC has 
stated that it has stopped marketing its in
ventory of failed thrifts because it is not 
sure when after April 1, 1992 it will have the 
funding necessary to sell or close failed 
thrifts. 

The Administration's official estimate is 
that, in addition to the $105 billion pre
viously authorized, the RTC will need an ad
ditional $55 billion to finish closing thrifts 
through September 1993. Thus, when it is fin
ished, the total cost of the RTC program 
may be $160 billion. 

The RTC has used these funds to protect 
19.3 million accounts in 585 thrifts in 44 
states. RTC funding is necessary to fulfill 
the obligation to protect thrift depositors' 
savings with the full faith and credit of the 
United States. 

TITLE I 

Section 101. Funding. 
The funding section has two elements: it 

lifts the statutory deadline on previously au
thorized funds; and it provides additional 
funds. 

The RTC has not completed enough trans
actions and will not be able to spend all of 
the previously authorized $25 billion before 
the April 1, 1992 deadline imposed by Con
gress. To date, the RTC estimates it will use 
approximately $8 billion of the $25 billion by 
the April 1, 1992 deadline. This section will 
lift the April 1, 1992 deadline contained in 
that legislation and allow the RTC to spend 
the remainder of the previously authorized 
funds. 

Additionally, this section will provide the 
RTC with $25 billion in new money that can 
be used until April1, 1993. Although the RTC 
Oversight Board estimates that the RTC will 
need an additional $55 billion during the life 
of its program, the RTC CEO testified before 
the Banking Committee that if the April 1, 
1992 funding deadline were lifted and the 
agency were to receive an additional $25 bil
lion in loss funds, that would be sufficient 
for the RTC to continue its operations until 
April 1, 1993. The General Accounting Office 
has testified before the Banking Committee 
that the Congress should provide sufficient 
funding for the RTC until the spring of 1993, 
and that withholding authorization of part 
of the final funding provides the Congress 
with an effective means of retaining over
sight of the RTC's operations. 

The amount of funding provided by this 
section is the same level of funding that was 
approved by the Uouse Banking Committee. 

TITLE II 

Sections 201-208. Technical corrections. 
These sections reflect technical correc

tions to each of the titles of the Resolution 
Trust Corporation Refinancing, Restructur-
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ing, and Improvement Act of 1991. These 
changes are noncontroversial and do not 
make any substantive changes. Instead, 
these provisions are intended to eliminate 
errors and correct inconsistencies from the 
1991 Act. These sections incorporate all of 
the changes suggested by the RTC, the 
Thrift Depositor Protection Oversight Board 
and the Office of Thrift Supervision. 

TITLE III 

Section 301. Repeal of Capital Forbearance 
Provision 

The Resolution Trust Corporation Refi
nancing, Restructuring, and Improvement 
Act of 1991 included a provision, section 618, 
mandating lower capital standards for resi
dential construction loans and for certain 
types of apartment loans. Section 618 re
quired that loans to a company for the pur
pose of constructing certain types of residen
tial housing and loans secured by certain 
types of multi-family housing should be in
cluded in the 50% risk weight category for 
purposes of the risk-based capital standard. 
All other business loans are in the 100% risk 
weight category for the purposes of the risk
based capital standard. In lowering the cap
ital standard for these loans, the provision 
increased the possibility of risk of loss to the 
deposit insurance funds and violated the 
international accord on capital standards 
adopted by the central banks of the major 
industrial nations (the BASLE accord). 

For the record, Office of Thrift Supervision 
(OTS) Director Ryan specifically requested 
that the repeal of section 618 be included in 
the RTC funding measure. The other bank 
regulators, including the Federal Reserve 
and the FDIC, have also written letters en
dorsing the repeal of section 618. 

OTS has confirmed that, in general, con
struction loans to developers building homes 
were 15 times as risky as regular home mort
gage loans. Loans for apartments and con
dominiums had even higher loss rates. How
ever, repealing section 618 would not prevent 
the regulators from drafting their own plan 
to adjust capital standards. For example, the 
OTS has proposed a regulation that lowers 
the capital standard on construction loans 
for certain pre-sold homes that meet defined 
safety and soundness criteria. Indeed, sec
tion 313 of the bill encourages the regulators 
to review their current risk-basked stand
ards. 

The Senate has previously adopted a repeal 
of section 618. 

Section 302. Definition of property sold by 
United States agency. 

This provision clarifies that a special Alas
kan corporation established by the Secretary 
of the Treasury would have the legal author
ity to purchase intangible assets from the 
RTC and the FDIC in addition to its legal au
thority to purchase real property from the 
RTC or the FDIC. 

This provision was passed as a floor 
amendment offered by Senator Murkowski 
in connection with the Resolution Trust Cor
poration Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991. This provision was 
passed at that time as a package with what 
now stands as section 301 of this bill. The 
House has not acted on either element of 
that legislative package or on the combina
tion. Inclusion of these provisions in the bill 
is intended to bring closure on these issues. 

Section 303. Continuation of health plan 
coverage. 

This section clarifies the requirement en
acted by Congress last year that the FDIC 
and the RTC provide for the continuation of 
health plan coverage for employees of failed 
banks and thrifts. Notwithstanding that last 

year's requirement was intended to require 
the RTC and the FDIC to assure such contin
ued coverage, the RTC interpreted the provi
sion as not applying to the agency and the 
FDIC raised serious concerns about its abil
ity to comply with the requirement. 

Section 303 clarifies that the RTC and the 
FDIC must comply with the requirement 
under present law to provide for the continu
ation of health care coverage for employees 
of failed thrifts and banks. Add! tionally, sec
tion 303 provides a method so that both agen
cies are capable of complying with the re
quirement. The RTC and the FDIC do not op
pose the implementation of this provision. 

An amendment accepted by the Committee 
and reflected in this section of the bill clari
fies that the continuation of health plan cov
erage by the RTC is made subject to appro
priations. 

Section 304. Judgment collection informa
tion. 

This section requires the Attorney General 
to collect detailed information and report 
annually to Congress on fines and restitution 
orders and the money actually collected aris
ing from fraud and other criminal activity 
involving failed thrifts and their insiders. 
This will enable the Congress to know ex
actly how much money is actually being col
lected by the federal government in connec
tion with its prosecutions involving failed 
thrifts. At a February 6, 1992 hearing held by 
the Consumer Subcommittee of the Banking 
Committee, the GAO testified that the fed
eral government has collected only $365,000 
out of $84 million in court-ordered fines and 
repayments in 55 major savings and loan 
criminal convictions. GAO testified that 
"not even a penny for every dollar [in fines 
and restitution ordered] has been collected." 

Additionally, this section would com
plement and supplement existing reporting 
requirements on the judgments and convic
tions obtained by the Justice Department 
and the financial services regulators. Infor
mation on uncollected judgments and agree
ments arising from civil enforcement efforts 
as well as the money actually received by 
the United States arising from prosecutions 
of financial institution crimes would need to 
be reported. 

Section 305. Temporary vacancies in the of
fice of chief executive officer. 

Under present law, the RTC CEO has the 
sole authority to manage and direct the op
erations of the RTC and he is vested with all 
the powers of the RTC. Present law, however, 
does not provide a mechanism to allow the 
RTC to continue to operate if a temporary 
vacancy arises in the RTC CEO office. Sec
tion 305, which was included in the Commit
tee bill at the behest of the RTC, is a tech
nical amendment to address the problem of 
temporary vacancies in the RTC CEO office. 
This provision would permit the designation 
of an agency or other government official to 
act as RTC CEO on a temporary basis in the 
event of death, illness, incapacity or other 
similar circumstances with respect to the 
RTCCEO. 

Section 306. Modifying separate capitaliza
tion rule for savings associations' subsidi
aries engaged in activities not permissible 
for a national bank. 

Under section 5(t)(5) of the Home Owners' 
Loan Act, if a federally insured savings asso
ciation engages through a subsidiary in ac
tivities not permissible for a national bank, 
the savings association cannot count its in
vestments in and extensions of credit to the 
subsidiary as part of its own capital. Con
gress adopted this rule in 1989 because of the 
record of significant losses by the thrifts 

making direct investments through subsidi
aries. Principally, these nonconforming sub
sidiaries were engaged in real estate develop
ment. 

Section 5(t)(5) includes a transition rule 
permitting a savings association to include 
in its capital until July 1, 1992, 75 percent of 
its investments in and extensions of credit to 
a non-conforming subsidiary. That percent
age will decline to 60 percent on July 1, 1992, 
40 percent on July 1, 1993, and 0 percent on 
July 1, 1994. It should be noted that the de
duction of capital for purposes of this transi
tion rule is in addition to the obligation of 
the institution to establish all appropriate 
reserves pursuant to Generally Accepted Ac
counting Principles to fully reflect any 
losses incurred at the subsidiary. 

Because of the nationwide drop in the com
mercial real estate values, the Director of 
the Office of Thrift Supervision has re
quested that thrifts be allowed some addi
tional time to divest their real estate or oth
erwise comply with section 5(t)(5). 

Section 306 delays the effective date of the 
60 percent rule from July 1, 1992, until Octo
ber 1, 1992, to give the Director time to re
view requests for relief (as described below). 

Section 306 then gives the Director case
by-case discretion to extend the phase-out 
schedule by two years. The Director could 
allow a particular savings association to in
clude in its capital, until July 1, 1994, up to 
75 percent of its investments in and exten
sions of credit to a subsidiary. That percent
age declines to 60 percent on July 1, 1994, 40 
percent on July 1, 1995, and 0 percent on July 
1, 1996. 

To be eligible for such relief, a savings as
sociation must satisfy a five-part test. First, 
the savings association must be either (1) 
adequately capitalized or (2) in compliance 
with an approved capital restoration plan 
meeting the requirements of section 38 of the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Act. Such a plan 
must, (a) specify the steps the savings asso
ciation will take to become adequately cap
italized; (b) specify the levels of capital to be 
attained during each year in which the plan 
will be in effect; (c) specify how the savings 
association will comply with the restrictions 
or requirements of section 38; (d) specify the 
types and levels of activities in which the 
savings association will engage; (e) be based 
on realistic assumptions, and be likely to 
succeed in restoring the savings associa
tions' capital; (f) not appreciably increase 
the risk to which the savings association is 
exposed; and (g) be guaranteed by any com
pany controlling the savings association. To 
satisfy this requirement, a savings associa
tion with a plan approved under section 5(t) 
of the Home Owners' Loan Act need not nec
essarily submit a new plan, much less wait 
until section 38 becomes effective: to the ex
tent that the prior plan satisfies the require
ments of section 38, it suffices for purposes of 
this requirement. 

Second, the savings association's current 
composite MACRO rating must be 1, 2, or '3. 

Third, the savings association must be an 
"eligible savings association" as defined in 
section 5(t)(3)(B) of the Home Owners' Loan 
Act. Thus (1) the savings association's man
agement must be competent; (2) the savings 
association must be in substantial compli
ance with all applicable statutes, regula
tions, orders, and supervisory agreements 
and directives; and (3) the savings associa
tion's management must not have engaged 
in insider dealing, speculative practices, or 
any other activities that have jeopardized 
the institution's safety and soundness or 
contributed to impairing the institution's 
capital. 
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Fourth, the capital-deduction rule of sec

tion 5(t)(5)(A) must apply to the subsidiary 
only because of the subsidiary's real-estate 
investments or other real-estate activities. 
This section affords no relief in the case of 
subsidiaries that are subject to the capital 
deduction rule because of junk-bond invest
ments or other non-real-estate activities. 

Fifth, the Director of the OTS must deter
mine that granting the relief in question to 
the particular savings association would not 
increase the risk to the affected deposit in
surance fund. 

Section 307. Extension of statute of limita
tions. 

In FIRREA, a federal statute of limita
tions was created that would give the RTC or 
FDIC at least 3 years after a savings and 
loan or bank failed to file tort claims. This 
is a minimum period, if a state has a longer 
period, then state law would govern. Recent 
reports indicate that the RTC is facing a 
tough burden trying to meet the 3 year dead
line for hundreds of thrifts that failed in 
1989. The bill reported by the Committee ex
tends the minimum statute of limitations 
for tort actions by the RTC from 3 years to 
5 years. 

RTC has 318 failed thrifts that face the 
limit this year. In comparison, the RTC filed 
a total of 26 civil lawsuits in 1991. On March 
16, 1992, the time limit for 47 thrifts expired. 
And in April of this year, the time will ex
pire for another 43 thrifts. Any tort claims 
not brought by such a date might later be 
barred. With such a crush of cases in such a 
short time, there is a good chance that some 
claims will not be discovered in time. 

The purpose of this section is to further 
enable the RTC to recover monies on behalf 
of the taxpayers by extending the statute of 
limitations on certain claims arising out of 
the failure of federally insured thrifts and re
viving other claims with respect to which 
the statute of limitations has already run. 

On March 11, 1992, RTC's Chief Financial 
Officer testified that extending the statute 
of limitations would help the RTC. On March 
23, 1992, the Chief Executive Officer of the 
RTC endorsed a two year extension of the 
statute of limitations on tort actions. 

Section 308. Directors not liable for acqui
escing in conservatorship, receivership, or 
supervisory acquisition or combination. 

Under section 308, an insured depository 
institution's shareholders or creditors can
not hold the institution's directors liable for 
acquiescing in or consenting in good faith to 
(1) the appointment of the RTC or FDIC as 
conservator or receiver for the institution, 
or (2) the acquisition of the institution by a 
depository institution holding company or 
the combination of the institution with an
other insured depository institution. The ex
emption for an acquisition or combination 
applies if the appropriate Federal banking 
agency has (a) requested the institution, in 
writing, to be acquired or to combine, and (b) 
notified the institution that one or more 
grounds exist for appointing a conservator or 
receiver for the institution. 

Section 308 generally parallels section 
11(c)(12) of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act 
(12 U.S.C. §1821(c)(12)), which was added by 
section 133(e) of the Federal Deposit Insur
ance Corporation Improvement Act of 1991, 
and becomes effective December 19, 1992. Sec
tion 308 will apply from the date of enact
ment of this Act until December 19, 1992, 
when section 11(c)(12) will supersede it. 

Section 309. Real Estate Appraisal Require
ments. 

In 1989, Congress found that inflated and 
fraudulent real estate appraisals signifi-

cantly contributed to the losses associated 
with failed savings and loans. To improve 
the quality of appraisals, FIRREA estab
lished professional standards for appraisers 
on transactions regulated by the federal fi
nancial institutions regulatory agencies-in
cluding sales, purchases, and mortgages of 
real property. 

FIRREA intended to give discretion to the 
regulators to determine which transactions 
should be subject to the appraisal require
ments. The regulators initially determined 
that appraisers working on transactions over 
$50,000 in value must be State certified or li
censed. The Federal Reserve and the FDIC 
have since decided that a $100,000 threshold 
was more appropriate and so changed their 
de minimus thresholds from $50,000 to $100,000. 

In pending litigation, some parties are ar
guing that FIRREA did not give regulators 
any discretion to set a monetary de minimus 
threshold for transactions requiring the 
services of a State licensed or certified ap
praiser. They argue that FIRREA requires 
the services of a State licensed or certified 
appraiser on all Federally-related real estate 
transactions. This amends FIRREA to state 
clearly that the regulators may establish 
threshold monetary levels for real estate 
transactions, below which the services of a 
State licensed or certified appraiser is not 
required. 

Section 310. Funds for early resolution of 
thrifts. 

This section earmarks $1.85 billion of funds 
for the early resolution of weak but profit
able savings and loans. The Director of the 
OTS has requested that this approach be im
plemented because he asserts that it will 
save money in the long run by reducing the 
cost of failures. Although this provision ear
marks $1.85 billion for the early resolution 
program, it does not compel the regulators 
to use this money. It is in the discretion of 
the regulators whether or not to spend the 
funds. 

Section 311. Addition of Florida to list of 
distressed areas. 

In FIRREA, Congress provided a mecha
nism for the RTC to avoid dumping real es
tate in communities and states with de
pressed real estate markets. In these dis
tressed areas, the RTC is generally not to 
sell properties for less than 95% of market 
value, unless it determines that the specific 
transaction is in the best interests of the 
RTC. 

FIRREA designated the states of Arkan
sas, Colorado, Louisiana, New Mexico, Okla
homa and Texas as distressed areas. Al
though the Rll'.C has the authority to add or 
subtract states to the list of distressed areas, 
the RTC has never changed the list of dis
tressed areas since enactment of FIRREA in 
1989. 

This section would add the state of Florida 
to the RTC list of distressed areas. Accord
ingly, under the RTC property disposition 
rules, the RTC could not sell properties for 
less than 95% of market value without docu
menting that doing so was consistent with 
the statutory goals of the RTC. 

Section 312. Loan guarantees for RTC asset 
sales. 

This provision specifically authorizes the 
RTC to establish a program to guarantee 
part of a loan to finance the sale of RTC real 
property. The RTC is directed to establish 
rules for a program that would allow finan
cial institutions to apply to the RTC for a 
guarantee of a loan to a 3rd party purchasing 
property from the RTC. Under the terms of 
this program, the purchaser would have to 
invest at least 15% in a cash down payment, 

and the lender would also have to retain the 
risk of loss on 15% of its loan to finance the 
sale of the property. Thus, the RTC's guaran
tee would retain a risk of loss no more than 
72.25% of the purchase price of the property. 
The RTC shall establish the safeguards in its 
implementing regulations necessary to pro
vide adequate underwriting criteria for the 
terms of the loan and the qualification of the 
borrower. 

Section 313. Sense of the Congress on risk 
based capital. 

This provision concerns the risk-based cap
ital standards. 

In part, it is related to the repeal of the 
mandatory forbearance provision, section 
618, of H.R. 3435 (see section 301). This clari
fies that the regulators retain the flexibil1ty 
to set appropriate risk-based standards for 
loans for the construction of certain pre-sold 
homes and especially encourages them to re
view their standards with respect to loans to 
faci11tate low and moderate income housing. 

In addition, the provision encourages the 
regulator to accelerate the implementation 
of an interest-rate risk component in the 
risk-based standard. An interest-rate risk 
component was first proposed by the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Board in 1988. The current 
lack of an interest rate risk component may 
cause some banks and savings and loans to 
buy securities instead of making loans. This 
has the potential to be harmful for two rea
sons. First, it chokes off credit that the 
economy needs, especially now. Second, it 
encourages banks and thrifts to speculate on 
interest rates in the same way savings and 
loans did in the 1970s by holding long term 
assets that are funded with short term liabil
ities. Federally insured banks and thrifts 
should not be speculating on interest rates 
by investing in long term securities that are 
mismatched to their liabi11ties; they should 
be making loans to sound borrowers. 

Section 314. Sense of the Congress regard
ing termination of the Resolution Trust Cor
poration. 

The RTC is scheduled to terminate on De
cember 31, 1996. It has the authority to re
solve failed thrifts until September 30, 1993. 
Section 314 expresses the sense of the Con
gress that the life of the RTC should not be 
extended beyond its current statutory termi
nation date, nor that the RTC should receive 
any additional failed savings and loans after 
September 30, 1993 when its legal authority 
to do so expires. 

TITLE IV 

Sections 401 to 408. Disclosure provisions. 
The purpose of this Title is to enable the 

taxpayer to determine how his or her money 
has been spent on the savings and loan prob
lem and how his or her money is exposed to 
loss with the Bank Insurance Fund (BIF). So 
far, the Administration estimates that it 
will spend $160 billion in losses on thrifts at 
the RTC and another $69 billion will be spent 
on transactions for failed thrifts being ad
ministered by the FSLIC Resolution Fund 
(the so-called 1988 deals). Last year, the BIF 
began borrowing funds from the taxpayer 
through the Federal Financing Bank (FFB). 
This disclosure provision applies to all failed 
insured savings associations in the RTC's ju
risdiction and insured savings associations 
that failed and were resolved with assistance 
funded through the FSLIC Resolution Fund. 
Because the BIF began borrowing funds from 
the FFB in 1991, the disclosure provision ap
plies to BIF member banks that failed in 
that year, and will continue to apply to BIF 
member banks and insured savings associa
tions so long as the applicable federal de
posit insurance fund relies directly or indi-



March 25, 1992 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 6795 
rectly on taxpayer dollars to fund its activi
ties. 

The public disclosure legislation has two 
principal parts. First, the legislation re
quires regulators to make available prior ex
amination reports of a failed insured deposi
tory institution. Second, the legislation pro
hibits the FDIC and RTC from entering into 
secret agreements to settle lawsuits arising 
from the failure of an institution. 

If a financial institution goes out of busi
ness, but it does not involve taxpayer funds, 
the requirements of this legislation do not 
apply. The requirements also do not apply to 
open healthy institutions. 

As a practical matter, in most cases, exam
ination reports do not contain large quan
tities of information on individual cus
tomers. However, the legislation includes 
several exceptions in order to protect the 
privacy of third . parties. Regulators are di
rected to remove from an examination re
port the names and other identifying infor
mation of customers not affiliated (non-in
siders) with the institution. Any information 
about institution-affiliated parties (insiders) 
will be removed from examination reports if 
it is not relevant to the relationship between 
the insider and the institution. 

Regulators will also remove from examina
tion reports the names of examiners and of 
any whistleblowers who provide information 
to federal banking agencies. 

In most cases, examination reports will 
not include a complete accounting of bad 
loans or losses. However, the FDIC and RTC 
will become aware of insider-caused losses as 
they dispose of assets acquired through fi
nancial institution failures. The legislation 
would require the FDIC and RTC to identify 
insider borrowers who have defaulted on 
loans made by a failed institution. 

Regulators will also compile a list of all 
pending and settled lawsuits brought against 
parties that caused a material loss to the in
surance funds or to a failed financial institu
tion. 

Regulators can delay release of an exam
ination report in order to protect the health 
of open insured institutions. Law enforce
ment officials and regulators can delay re
lease of portions of reports for up to five 
years to avoid hindering an ongoing criminal 
investigation, and for up to two years to 
avoid interference with a civil or administra
tive proceeding. 

GAO has documented that the federal bank 
regulators, "have wide discretion in choosing 
among enforcement actions . . . [and] share 
a common philosophy of trying to work in
formally with banks to promote cooper
ations with those having difficulties. This 
combination of wide discretion and a cooper
ative philosophy often did not resolve the 
problems regulators had identified in GAO's 
sampled cases." (Bank Supervision: Prompt 
and Forceful Regulatory Actions Needed, 
April 1991, p.3). Other government studies 
have confirmed that the lack of formal regu
latory action contributed to the problems 
caused by the management of the failed sav
ings and loans. The Congressional Budget Of
fice has determined that the regulators' pol
icy choice of forbearing from closing failed 
thrifts, which began in the · early 1980s, in
creased the cost of the savings and loan cri
sis by S66 billion (CBO; the Cost of Forbear
ance During the Thrift Crisis, June 1991). 

Disclosure of formal enforcement actions 
by bank regulators was first mandated by 
Congress in FIRREA in 1989. In the Crime 
Control Act of 1990, Congress extended the 
disclosure requirement to any type of order 
or enforceable agreement used by bank regu-

lators. On both occasions, the bank regu
latory agencies opposed the disclosure provi
sions claiming that disclosure of enforce
ment actions would weaken the banking sys
tem by causing runs at banks or thrifts that 
disclosed enforcement actions. There is no 
evidence suggesting that disclosure of en
forcement actions during the past two years 
has caused any of the widespread problems 
the bank regulators suggested might occur 
when this issue was first raised in 1989. 

CONCLUSION 
The Congress must act to provide the RTC 

with the authority to spend funds to protect 
depositors at failing thrifts. Any delay past 
April1, 1992 only increases the ultimate cost 
of the failure by the amount of the addi
tional losses of the failed but unresolved sav
ings and loans. 

BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE 
FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM, 

Washington, DC, January 3, 1992. 
Hon. DONALD W. RIEGLE, Jr., 
Chairman, Committee on Banking, Housing and 

Urban Affairs, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am pleased to re
spond to your request for my views on the 
provisions of Section 618 of the Resolution 
Trust Corporation Refinancing, Restructur
ing, and Improvement Act of 1991 (H.R. 3435). 
Section 618 directs the federal banking agen
cies to amend their risk-based capital guide
lines and regulations to assign a 50 percent 
risk weight to presold one- to four-family 
residential construction loans and multifam
ily housing loans that meet specified cri
teria. I strongly support the removal of Sec
tion 618. 

As a general matter, I believe that it is in
advisable to set down in a statute specifica
tions for the internationally established 
risk-based capital standards. These stand
ards, commonly referred to as the Basle Ac
cord, were developed after lengthy consulta
tions among the banking supervisors of the 
G-10 countries. It is far preferable that any 
changes or modifications to these standards 
be left tl:) "the discretion of the federal bank
ing agencies in order to ensure that they are 
coordinated with other parties to the agree
ment and are consistent with the spirit of 
the Basle Accord. To make unilateral 
changes could prompt other countries to 
take similar actions, which, when 
compounded, could result not only in the 
weakening of the international capital 
standards, but also in the promotion of 
international competitive inequity among 
banks. 

In addition, I would like to point out that 
mandating risk weights for specific assets by 
statute poses the obvious danger of assigning 
risk weights that are more reflective of the 
preferences of specific interest groups than 
of the relative risks of the assets. Where 
such assets represent loans to the private 
sector, such statutorily mandated risk 
weights would also raise industry credit allo
cation concerns. 

With respect to the provisions of Section 
618 that pertain to certain presold one- to 
four-family residential construction loans, 
the federal banking agencies have been con
sidering for some time a proposal to lower 
the risk weight on such loans. After careful 
review, the agencies may well be inclined to 
put in place a lower risk for these types of 
loans that meet terms and conditions similar 
to those set down in Section 618. 

The provisions of Section 618 that deal 
with multifamily housing loans, however, 
raise more complex questions. Our super-

visory experience has indicated that such 
loans are considerably more risky than loans 
for one- to four-family houses. Assigning a 50 
percent risk weight to mortgages on multi
family residences with a loan to value ratios 
(LTVs) as high as 80 percent-as mandated in 
Section 618--could well be viewed inter
nationally as inconsistent with the spirit of 
the Basle Accord. The Accord states that the 
50 percent risk weight may not be applied to 
speculative residential real estate loans and 
further indicates that valuation rules should 
ensure a substantial margin of additional se
curity over the amount of the loan. The de
linquency and charge-off rates on multifam
ily housing loans are far higher than on sin
gle family mortgages. Since the available 
performance data does not break down mul
tifamily mortgage loans by LTVs, we do not 
know what the specific performance of such 
loans with an 80 percent LTV has been. How
ever, given the performance of multifamily 
mortgage loans overall, we question whether 
an 80 percent LTV would provide an ade
quate margin of safety. 

Furthermore, very few of the countries 
that are party to the Basle Accord give a 
preferential risk weight to multifamily 
housing loans. Those that do generally re
quire that any mortgage assigned to the 50 
percent risk category, whether for individual 
or multifamily housing, have an LTV that is 
relatively low compared to U.S. standards. 
Germany, for example, assigns residential 
mortgage loans a 50 percent risk weight only 
if the LTV does not exceed 60 percent. As
signing a 50 percent risk weight to loans on 
multifamily residences with LTVs much in 
excess of 60 percent could be viewed by other 
countries as contrary to the spirit of the 
Basle Accord. Moreover, such an action 
could prompt questions internationally with 
regard to the relatively liberal LTVs per
mitted in the U.S. for mortgages on one- to 
four-family residences included in 50 percent 
risk category. 

In light of the above, I recommend the de
letion of Section 618. Thank you again for 
giving me the opportunity to express my 
views on this matter. Please let me know if 
we can provide you with further information 
on the issues involved. 

Sincerely, 
ALAN GREENSPAN. 

FEDERAL DEPOSIT 
INSURANCE CORPORATION, 

Washington, DC, December 11, 1991. 
Hon. DONALD W. RIEGLE, Jr., 
Chairman, Committee on Banking, Housing, 

and Urban Affairs, U.S. Senate, Washing
ton, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to ex
press concern over Section 618 of the Resolu
tion Trust Corporation Refinancing, Re
structuring, and Improvement Act of 1991 
(H.R. 3435). Section 618 would assign, for pur
poses of the banking and thrift regulators' 
risk-based capital standards, a fifty percent 
risk weight to one-to-four family residential 
construction loans and multifamily housing 
loans that meet certain criteria. 

Statutorily mandating different risk 
weights for various types of loans to the pri
vate sector raises industry credit allocation 
concerns. The financial regulators should be 
permitted to retain their current discretion 
in regulating capital. In fact, the regulators 
currently are giving serious consideration to 
a lowered risk weight for certain pre-sold 
one-to-four family residential construction 
loans. 

We appreciate your support of the adoption 
of S. Con. Res. 84 which deletes Section 618. 
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We will urge adoption of this Resolution by 
the House of Representatives early next 
year. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM TAYLOR, 

Chairman. 

OFFICE OF THRIFT SUPERVISION, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 

Washington, DC, December 27, 1991. 
Ron. DONALD W. RIEGLE, Jr., 
Chairman, Committee on Banking, Housing and 

Urban Affairs, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to ex
press my concern about the mandatory risk
weighting provisions included in the Resolu
tion Trust Corporation Refinancing, Re
structuring, and Improvement Act of 1991. 
Section 618 of this legislation requires that, 
for purposes of their risk-based capital regu
lations, the banking regulators assign cer
tain one-to-four family residential construc
tion loans and certain multifamily housing 
loans to the 50% risk-weighting category. 

First, I believe this section is unnecessary. 
The Office of Thrift Supervision (OTS) has 
already acted to address the specific issues 
covered by section 618. OTS's risk-based cap
ital regulation currently places certain con
servatively underwritten and seasoned mul
tifamily mortgage loans in the 50% risk
weighting category. See 12 C.F.R. §567.1(v) 
(1991) (OTS risk-based capital rules). In addi
tion, OTS has proposed a rule, a copy of 
which is enclosed, that would reduce to the 
50% category certain loans for "pre-sold" 
single-family homes. 

Second, as the initiatives I have just de
scribed make clear, assignment of assets to 
risk-weighting categories for purposes of the 
capital rules should, be left to the regu
lators. It is essential that the regulators 
have the flexibility to use the risk-based 
capital regime for the very purpose for which 
it was designed, that is, to adjust the capital 
"charge" for assets depending on the degree 
of risk they pose. The level of risk may 
change over time, and the regulators should 
not be foreclosed by statute from adjusting 
the capital standards accordingly. 

Finally, I note that the risk-based capital 
requirements that all of the banking regu
lators currently have in place reflect a 
lengthy international negotiation in which 
regulators from the United States partici
pated. Assigning risk weights by statutory 
fiat is inconsistent with the process underly
ing the Basle Accord and runs counter to the 
goal of uniform, internationally agreed upon 
capital standards that apply worldwide. 

For these reasons, I would urge modifica
tion of the RTC refunding b111 to eliminate 
section 618. 

Sincerely, 
TIMOTHY RYAN, 

Director. 
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Sec. 309. Real estate appraisal amendment. 
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Sec. 403. Prohibition of confidential settle
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TITLE I-RESOLUTION TRUST 

CORPORATION FUNDING 
SEC. 101. FUNDING. 

Section 21A(i) of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a(i)) is amended

(1) in paragraph (3)-
(A) by striking "until April 1, 1992"; and 
(B) by inserting ", out of any money in the 

Treasury not otherwise appropriated," after 
"provide"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(4) ADDITIONAL FUNDING.-In addition to 
amounts provided under paragraphs (2) and 
(3), the Secretary of the Treasury shall pro
vide to the Corporation, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
such sums as may be necessary, not to ex
ceed S25,000,000,000, to carry out the purposes 
of this section until April 1, 1993. ". 

TITLE II-RESOLUTION TRUST 
CORPORATION TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 
SEC. 201. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS RELATING 

TO TITLE I OF THE RESOLUTION 
TRUST . CORPORATION REFINANC· 
lNG, RESTRUCTURING, AND IM· 
PROVEMENT ACT OF 1991. 

(a) AMENDMENT RELATING TO SECTION 101.
Section 21A(i)(3) of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a(i)(3)) (as added by 
section 101 of the Resolution Trust Corpora
tion Refinancing, Restructuring, and Im
provement Act of 1991) is amended by insert
ing a comma after "necessary" and after 
"billion". 

(b) AMENDMENTS RELATING TO SECTION 
102.-

(1) Section ll(c)(6)(B) of the Federal De
posit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1821(c)(6)(B)) 
(as amended by section 102 of the Resolution 
Trust Corporation Refinancing, Restructur
ing, and Improvement Act of 1991) is further 
amended by striking "section 5(d)(2)(C)" and 
inserting "subparagraph (C) or (F) of section 
5(d)(2)". 

(2) Section 102 of the Resolution Trust Cor
poration Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-233, 
105 Stat. 1761) is amended-

(A) by striking "Section ll(c)(6)(B)" and 
inserting "(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 
ll(c)(6)(B)"; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(b) CONFORMING EFFECTIVE DATE.-Effec
tive on December 19, 1992, section ll(c)(6)(B) 
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act (12 
U.S.C. 1821(c)(6)(B)) (as amended by sub
section (a)) is amended by striking 'subpara
graph (C) or (F) of section 5(d)(2)' and insert
ing 'subparagraph (A) or (C) of section 
5(d)(2)'.". 

(C) AMENDMENT RELATING TO SECTION 103.
Section 103(a) of the Resolution Trust Cor
poration Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-233, 
105 Stat. 1761) is amended by striking "(12 
U.S.C. 1441a(b)(3)(A)(il)(IT))" and inserting 
"(12 U.S.C. 1441a(b)(3)(A)(ii))". 

(d) AMENDMENT RELATING TO SECTION 104.
Section 21(e)(2) of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441(e)(2)) (as amended 
by section 104 of the Resolution Trust Cor
poration Refinancing, Restructuring and Im
provement Act of 1991) is amended by strik
ing "Thrift Depositor Protection Refinance" 
and inserting "Refinancing, Restructuring, 
and Improvement". 

(e) AMENDMENTS RELATING TO SECTION 
106.-

(1) Section 21A(k)(7) of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a(k)(7)) (as 
amended by section 106(a) of the Resolution 
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Trust Corporation Refinancing, Restructur
ing, and Improvement Act of 1991) is amend
ed by striking "quarter ending on the last 
day of the month ending before the month in 
which such report is require to be submit
ted" and inserting "preceding calendar quar
ter". 

(2) Section 21A(k)(ll)(B) of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1441a(k)(ll)(B)) (as added by section 106(d) of 
the Resolution Trust Corporation Refinanc
ing, Restructuring, and Improvement Act of 
1991) is amended-

(A) by striking "an employee" and insert
ing "employees"; and 

(B) by striking "Government" and insert
ing "General". 

(3) Section 106(e)(2) of the Resolution Trust 
Corporation Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991 is amended by 
striking "annual reports" and inserting 
"supplemental unaudited financial state
ments". 
SEC. 202. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS RELATING 

TO TITLE II OF TilE RESOLUTION 
TRUST CORPORATION REFINANC· 
ING, RESTRUCTURING, AND IM· 
PROVEMENT ACT OF 1991. 

Section 21A(b)(9)(B)(i) of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a(b)(9)(B)(i)) (as 
amended by section 201 of the Resolution 
Trust Corporation Refinancing, Restructur
ing, and Improvement Act of 1991) is amend
ed by striking "Thrift Depositor Protection 
Refinance" each place such term appears and 
inserting "Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement''. 
SEC. 203. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS RELATING 

TO TITLE III OF TilE RESOLUTION 
TRUST CORPORATION REFINANC
ING, RESTRUCTURING, AND IM· 
PROVEMENT ACT OF 1991. 

(a) AMENDMENTS RELATING TO SECTION 
302.-

(1) Section 302 of the Resolution Trust Cor
poration Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991 (12 U.S.C. 1441a 
note) is amended-

(A) in subsection (b), by striking "Except 
as provided in subsection (c), the" and in-
serting "The"; and · 

(B) by striking subsection (c). 
(2) Section 21A(k)(6)(A)(vii) of the Federal 

Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1441a(k)(6)(A)(vii)) is amended by inserting 
"Thrift Depositor Protection" before "Over
sight Board's". 

(3) The heading for section 21A(a)(6) of the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1441a(a)(6)) is amended by striking "OVER
SIGHT" and inserting "THRIFT DEPOSITOR PRO
TECTION OVERSIGHT". 

(4) The heading for section 21A(n)(8) of the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1441a(n)(8)) is amended by inserting "THRIFT 
DEPOSITOR PROTECTION'' before "OVERSIGHT". 

(5) The heading for section 21A of the Fed
eral Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a) is 
amended by inserting "THRIFT DEPOSITOR 
PROTECTION'' before ''OVERSIGHT 
BOARD". 

(6) The headings for sections 21B(c)(3) and 
21B(j)(2) of the Federal Home Loan Bank Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1441b(c)(8) and 1441B(j)(2)) are each 
amended by inserting "THRIFT DEPOSITOR 
PROTECTION" before "OVERSIGHT". 

(7) The heading for section 21B(k)(7) of the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1441b(k)(7)) is amended by striking "OVER
SIGHT'' and inserting " THRIFT DEPOSITOR PRO
TECTION OVERSIGHT". 

(b) AMENDMENTS RELATING TO SECTION 
305.-

(1) Section 21A(a)(6)(C) of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S .C. 

1441a(a)(6)(C)) is amended by striking "para
graph (8) of this subsection" and all that fol
lows through the period at the end and in
serting "paragraph (8). ". 

(2) Section 21A(a) of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a(a)) is amend
ed by redesignating paragraph (15) as para
graph (16) and inserting after paragraph (14) 
the following new paragraph: 

"(15) REPORTS ON ANY MODIFICATION TO ANY 
STRATEGY, POLICY, OR GOAL.-If, pursuant to 
paragraph (6)(A), the Thrift Depositor Pro
tection Oversight Board requires the Cor
poration to modify any overall strategy, pol
icy, or goal, such Board shall submit, before 
the end of the 30-day period beginning on the 
date on which the Board first notifies the 
Corporation of such requirement, to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs of the 
House of Representatives an explanation of 
the grounds that the Board determined justi
fied the review and the reasons why the 
modification is necessary to satisfy such 
grounds.''. 

(C) AMENDMENTS RELATING TO SECTION 
307.-

(1) Section 21A(a)(10) of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a(a)(10)) is 
amended-

( A) by striking "4" and inserting "6"; 
(B) by adding at the end the following new 

sentence: "The Thrift Depositor Protection 
Oversight Board shall maintain a transcript 
of the Board's open meetings."; and 

(C) in the heading, by striking "QUAR
TERLY" and inserting "OPEN". 

(2) Section 21A(c)(10) of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a(c)(10)) is 
amended by striking the last sentence (as 
added by section 307(2) of the Resolution 
Trust Corporation Refinancing, Restructur
ing, and Improvement Act of 1991). 

(d) AMENDMENT RELATING TO SECTION 311.
Section 21A(b)(8)(A) of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a(b)(8)(A)) (as 
amended by section 311 of the Resolution 
Trust Corporation Refinancing, Restructur
ing, and Improvement Act of 1991) is amend
ed by striking "IN GENERAL.-" and all that 
follows through the 1st comma and inserting 
"IN GENERAL.-Except for the chief executive 
officer of the Corporation,". 

(e) AMENDMENT RELATING TO SECTION 314.
Section 21A(o)(2) of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a(o)(2)) (as amended 
by section 314(5) of the Resolution Trust Cor
poration Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991) is amended by 
striking "includes" and all that follows 
through "any officer or employee of the Fed
eral Deposit" and inserting "includes any of
ficer or employee of the Federal Deposit". 

(f) AMENDMENT RELATING TO SECTION 316.
Section 21A(l)(3)(B) of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a(l)(3)(B)) (as 
amended by section 316 of the Resolution 
Trust Corporation Refinancing, Restructur
ing, and Improvement Act of 1991) is amend
ed by striking "for that party of the filing" 
and inserting " for that party or the filing" . 

(g) ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.
(1) Paragraph (9) of section 21A(b) of the 

Federal Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1441a(b)) (as redesignated by section 310 of 
the Resolution Trust Corporation Refinanc
ing, Restructuring, and Improvement Act of 
1991) is amended-

(A) in subparagraph (G) (as redesignated by 
section 314(2)(B)(i) of the Resolution Trust 
Corporation Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991), by striking 
"(11)(A)(iv)" and inserting "(10)(A)(iv)" ; and 

(B) in subparagraph (I) (as redesignated by 
section 314(2)(B)(i) of the Resolution Trust 
Corporation Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991), by striking 
"through its Board of Directors". 

(2) Paragraph (10) of section 21A(b) of the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1441a(b)) (as redesignated by section 310 of 
the Resolution Trust Corporation Refinanc
ing, Restructuring, and Improvement Act of 
1991) is amended-

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking "(10)" 
and inserting "(9)"; and 

(B) in subparagraph (A)(i), by striking 
"(12)" and inserting "(11)". 

(3) Paragraph (11)(E)(i) of section 21A(b) of 
the Federal Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1441a(b)) (as redesignated by section 310 of 
the Resolution Trust Corporation Refinanc
ing, Restructuring, and Improvement Act of 
1991) is amended by striking "its" and insert
ing "the chief executive officer's". 

(4) Section 21A(c)(7) of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a(c)(7)) is 
amended by striking "(b)(ll)(A)" and insert
ing "(b)(10)(A)". 

(5) Section 21A(d)(l)(B)(ii) of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1441a(d)(l)(B)(i1)) is amended by striking 
"paragraph (2)" and inserting "paragraph 
(3)". 

(6) Section 21A(k)(3)(B) of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1441a(k)(3)(B)) is amended by striking "sub
section (b)(ll)(B) of this section" and insert
ing "subsection (b)(10)(B)". 
SEC. 204. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS RELATING 

TO TITLE IV OF TilE RESOLUTION 
TRUST CORPORATION REFINANC· 
ING, RESTRUCTURING, AND IM· 
PROVEMENT ACT OF 1991. 

(a) AMENDMENTS RELATING TO INCORRECT 
DESIGNATIONS OF NEW SUBSECTIONS AND 
PARAGRAPHS.-

(1) Section 401 of the Resolution Trust Cor
poration Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991 is amended by 
striking "after subsection (s) (Public Law 
102-233, 105 Stat. 1773) (as added by section 
227 of this Act)" and inserting "after sub
section (p) (as redesignated by section 314(3) 
of this Act)". 

(2) Section 402(a) of the Resolution Trust 
Corporation Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-233, 
105 Stat. 1774) is amended by striking "301" 
and inserting "401". 

(3) Section 403 of the Resolution Trust Cor
poration Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-233, 
105 Stat. 1776) is amended by striking "sec
tion 302" and inserting "section 402" . 

(4) Section 404 of the Resolution Trust Cor
poration Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-233, 
105 Stat. 1776) is amended by striking "sec
tion 303" and inserting "section 403". 

(5) Section 471 of the Federal Deposit In
surance Corporation Improvement Act of 
1991 (Public Law 102-242, 105 Stat. 2385) is 
amended by striking "Home Owners' Loan 
Act" and inserting " Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act", effective as of December 19, 1991. 

(6) Section 21A of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a) is amended-

(A) by redesignating subsection (t) (as 
added by section 401 of the Resolution Trust 
Corporation Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991) as subsection (q); 

(B) by redesignating subsection (u) (as 
added by section 402(a)) of the Resolution 
Trust Corporation Refinancing, Restructur
ing, and Improvement Act of 1991) as sub
section (r); 
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(C) by redesignating subsection (v) (as 

added by section 403 of the Resolution Trust 
Corporation Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991) as subsection (s); 

(D) by redesignating subsection (w) (as 
added by section 404 of the Resolution Trust 
Corporation Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991) as subsection (t); 

(E) by redesignating subsection (q) (as 
added by section 25l(c) of the Federal De
posit Insurance Corporation Improvement 
Act of 1991) as subsection (u); and 

(F) by redesignating subsection (q) (as 
added by section 471 of the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation Improvement Act of 
1991) as subsection (v). 

(7) Section 405 of the Resolution Trust Cor
poration Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-233, 
105 Stat. 1777) is amended-

(A) by striking "Section 21A(b)(14)" and in
serting "Section 21A(b)(13)"; and 

(B) by striking "1441a(b)(14))" and insert
ing "1441a(b)(13)) (as redesignated by section 
310)". 

(8) Section 21A(b)(13) of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a(b)(13)) (as 
amended by section 405 of the Resolution 
Trust Corporation Refinancing, Restructur
ing, and Improvement Act of 1991) is amend
ed by striking "(14) GoAL FOR PARTICIPATION 
OF SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS.-" and insert
ing "(13) GoAL FOR PARTICIPATION OF 

SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS.-". 
(b) OTHER TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS RELAT

ING TO AMENDMENTS MADE BY TITLE IV.-
(1) Section 21A(t)(1) of the Federal Home 

Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a(t)(l)) (as 
added by section 403 of the Resolution Trust 
Corporation Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991 and redesignated by 
subsection (a)(6) of this section) is amended 
by striking "minority interim capital assist
ance program established by the Oversight 
Board by regulation pursuant to the strate
gic plan under subsection (a)" and inserting 
"Interim Statement of Policy Regarding 
Resolutions of Minority-Owned Depository 
Institutions, adopted by the Corporation on 
January 30, 1990,". 

(2) Section 21A(u)(l) of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a(u)(l)) (as 
added by section 404 of the Resolution Trust 
Corporation Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991 and redesignated by 
subsection (a)(6) of this section) is amended 
by striking "minority interim capital assist
ance program established by the Oversight 
Board by regulation pursuant to the strate
gic plan under subsection (a)" and inserting 
"Interim Statement of Policy Regarding 
Resolutions of Minority-Owned Depository 
Institutions, adopted by the Corporation on 
January 30, 1990,". 

(3) Subsections (t)(3)(B) and (u)(5)(B) of sec
tion 21A of the Federal Home Loan Bank Act 
(12 u.s.a. 1441a) (as added by sections 403 and 
404, respectively, of the Resolution Trust 
Corporation Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991 and redesignated by 
subsection (a)(6) of this section) are each 
amended by striking "section 13(c)(8)" and 
inserting "section 13(f)(8)(B)". 
SEC. 205. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS RELATING 

TO TITLE V OF THE RESOLUTION 
TRUST CORPORATION REFINANC· 
lNG, RESTRUCTURING, AND IM· 
PROVEMENT ACT OF 1991. 

(a) AMENDMENTS RELATING TO SECTION 
501.-

(1) Section 501(a)(l) of the Resolution Trust 
Corporation Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-233, 
105 Stat. 1777) is amended by striking "Sec
tion 21A(b)(10)(K) of the Federal Home Loan 

Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a(b)(10)(K))" and in
serting "Section 21A(b)(9)(J) of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1441a(b)(9)(J)) (as redesignated by sections 
310 and 314(2)(B)(i) of this Act)". 

(2) Section 21A(b)(9)(J) of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1441a(b)(9)(J)) (as amended by section 
501(a)(l) of the Resolution Trust Corporation 
Refinancing, Restructuring, and Improve
ment Act of 1991) is amended by striking 
"(K) To make loans and," and inserting "(J) 
To make loans and,". 

(3) Section 21A(c)(8)(B)(ii) of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1441a(b)(8)(B)(ii)) (as added by section 
501(a)(2)(B) of the Resolution Trust Corpora
tion Refinancing, Restructuring, and Im
provement Act of 1991) is amended by strik
ing "subchapter A" and inserting "sub
chapterB". 

(b) AMENDMENT TO SECTION HEADING.-The 
heading for section 501 of the Resolution 
Trust Corporation Refinancing, Restructur
ing, and Improvement Act of 1991is amended 
to read as follows: 
"SEC. GOt. CREDIT ENHANCEMENT.". 
SEC. 206. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS RELATING 

TO TITLE VI OF THE RESOLUTION 
TRUST CORPORATION REFINANC· 
ING, RESTRUCTURING, AND IM· 
PROVEMENT ACT OF 1991. 

(a) AMENDMENTS RELATING TO SECTION 
607.-Section 21A(c)(3)(E) of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1441a(c)(3)(E)) (as amended by section 607 of 
the Resolution Trust Corporation Refinanc
ing, Restructuring, and Improvement Act of 
1991) is amended-

(!) in clause (i)(I), by striking "building 
property structure in which the units are lo
cated: Provided, That" and inserting "prop
erty in which the units are located; and"; 

(2) in clause (i)(ll)--
(A) by striking "shall be made available 

for occupancy" the 1st time such term ap
pears; 

(B) by inserting "(including very low-in
come families taken into account for pur
poses of subclause (I))" after "very low-in
come families"; and 

(C) by striking "building or structure" and 
inserting "property"; and 

(3) in clause (ii)(ll)--
(A) by striking "building property struc

ture" each place such term appears and in
serting "property"; and 

(B) by inserting "(including very low-in
come families taken into account for pur
poses of subdivision (a) of this subclause)" 
after "very low-income families" where such 
term appears in subdivision (b) of such 
clause. 

(b) REPEAL OF DUPLICATE PROVISION.-The 
Resolution Trust Corporation Refinancing, 
Restructuring, and Improvement Act of 1991 
(Public Law 102-233, 105 Stat. 1761) is amend
ed by striking section 611 and redesignating 
sections 612 through 619 as sections 611 
through 618, respectively. 
SEC. 207. REPEAL OF TITLE VII CONSISTING OF 

AMENDMENTS DUPLICATED IN THE 
FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE COR· 
PORATION IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 
1991. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Title VII of the Resolu
tion Trust Corporation Refinancing, Re
structuring, and Improvement Act of 1991 
(Public Law 102-233, 105 Stat. 1761) is hereby 
repealed. 

(b) EFFECT OF REPEAL.-No amendments 
made by title VII of the Resolution Trust 
Corporation Refinancing, Restructuring, and 
Improvement Act of 1991 shall be deemed to 
have taken effect before the date of the en-

actment of this Act and the provisions of law 
amended by title VII shall continue in effect 
as if no such amendments had been made by 
such title. 
SEC. 208. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this title to the 
Resolution Trust Corporation Refinancing, 
Restructuring, and Improvement Act of 1991 
and the Federal Home Loan Bank Act shall 
take effect as if such amendments had been 
included in the Resolution Trust Corporation 
Refinancing, Restructuring, and Improve
ment Act of 1991 as of the date of the enact
ment of that Act. 

TITLE III-OTHER RESOLUTION TRUST 
CORPORATION-RELATED AMENDMENTS 

SEC. 301. REPEAL OF RISK WEIGHTED CAPITAL 
REQUIREMENT. 

The Resolution Trust Corporation Refi
nancing, Restructuring, and Improvement 
Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-233, 105 Stat. 1761) 
is amended-

(!) by striking section 617 (as redesignated 
by section 206(b)); and 

(2) by redesignating section 618 (as redesig
nated by section 206(b)) as section 617. 
SEC. 302. DEFINITION OF PROPERTY SOLD BY 

UNITED STATES AGENCY. 
(a) SALES OF PROPERTY BY UNITED STATES 

AGENCIES.-Section 9102(e) of the Depart
ment of Defense Appropriations Act, 1990 
(Public Law 101-165, 103 Stat. 1151) is amend
ed by striking "real, personal," and inserting 
"real, personal (including financial instru
ments, notes, loans, bonds, licenses, and 
other intangible assets),". 

(b) COOK INLET REGION.-Section 
12(b)(7)(vii) of the Act of January 2, 1976 
(Public Law 94-204, 89 Stat. 1145) is amended 
by striking "real, personal," and inserting 
"real, personal (including financial instru
ments, notes, loans, bonds, licenses, and 
other intangible assets),". 
SEC. 303. CONTINUATION OF HEALTH PLAN COV· 

ERAGE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 451 of the Federal 

Deposit Insurance Corporation Improvement 
Act of 1991 (12 U.S.C. 1821 note) is amended to 
read as follows: 
"SEC. 451. CONTINUATION OF HEALTH PLAN COV· 

ERAGE IN CASES OF FAILED FINAN· 
CIAL INSTITUTIONS. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-The Federal Deposit In
surance Corporation and the Resolution 
Trust Corporation shall, in their respective 
capacities as conservator or receiver for a 
failed depository institution, offer continu
ation coverage to eligible individuals under a 
health plan which provides medical care (as 
defined in section 213(d) of the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986) effective as of the date of 
failure of the depository institution. Such 
continuation coverage shall not contain any 
exclusion with respect to any preexisting 
condition of an eligible individual. 

"(b) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

"(1) health insurance coverage is 'continu
ation coverage' if-

"(A) the premium to be paid for such cov
erage by an eligible individual reasonably re
flects the average costs of providing such 
coverage, including a reasonable allowance 
for administrative costs, to eligible individ
uals; 

"(B) the coverage extends for a period be
ginning on the date of the failure of the de
pository institution and ending not earlier 
than the earliest of-

"(i) 18 months after the date of the failure 
of the depository institution, except that 
this date shall be extended in the same man
ner as coverage is extended under clauses (ii) 
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and (v) of section 602(2)(A) of the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 
(hereafter referred to as 'ERISA') for a quali
fying event occurring after the date of fail
ure of the depository institution; 

"(ii) the date on which coverage ceases by 
reason of a failure to make timely payment 
of any required premium, as determined 
under regulations of the Federal Deposit In
surance Corporation and the Resolution 
Trust Corporation; 

"(iii) the date on which the eligible indi
vidual becomes covered under any group 
health plan which does not contain any ex
clusion or limitation with respect to any 
preexisting condition of such eligible indi
vidual; 

"(iv) the date on which the eligible individ
ual becomes eligible for benefits under title 
xvm of the Social Security Act; or 

"(v) if an eligible individual was receiving 
health care continuation coverage under sec
tion 602 of ERISA, the date on which such 
coverage would otherwise terminate under 
that section; 

"(C) written notice describing such cov
erage is provided to the eligible individual 
not later than 60 days after the failure of the 
depository institution; and 

"(D) eligible individuals may elect to re
ceive such coverage by paying the initial 
monthly premium not later than 60 days 
after receiving written notice of such cov
erage, and thereafter paying the premiums 
on a monthly basis; 

"(2) the term 'controlled employer' means 
any employer which is owned, in whole or in 
part, whether directly or indirectly, by the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation or 
the Resolution Trust Corporation, in its ca
pacity as conservator or receiver for a failed 
depository institution, ~;~.nd who together 
with the failed depository institution, is 
treated as a single employer under section 
414(t) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; 

"(3) the term 'eligible individual' means 
any employee or former employee of the 
failed depository institution and qualified 
beneficiaries of such employees (as defined in 
section 607(3) of ERISA) who were covered by 
a group health plan sponsored by the failed 
depository institution on the date of the fail
ure of the depository institution; 

"(4) the term 'failed depository institution' 
means an insured depository institution for 
which a conservator or receiver has been ap
pointed; 

"(5) the term 'group health plan' has the 
same meaning as in section 607(1) of ERISA; 

"(6) the term 'insured depository institu
tion' has the same meaning as in section 3 of 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Act; and 

"(7) the term 'qualifying event' has the 
same meaning as in paragraph (1), (3), (4), or 
(5) of section 603 of ERISA. 

"(c) PROVISION OF CONTINUATION COV
ERAGE.-The Federal Deposit Insurance Cor
poration and the Resolution Trust Corpora
tion may enter into any 1 or more agree
ments with any insurer which is licensed 
under the laws of any State or any organiza
tion which is authorized under State law to 
provide medical care (as defined in section 
213(d) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986) if 
it determines that such action is appropriate 
to comply with the requirements of this sec
tion. 

"(d) EXPENSES AND CLAIMS.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-The Federal Deposit In

surance Corporation and the Resolution 
Trust Corporation may pay-

"(A) the expenses of the administration of 
any health plan established pursuant to sub
section (a); and 

"(B) the claims of eligible individuals in 
excess of the amounts of premiums paid by 
such individuals. 

"(2) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.-Any pay
ment by the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor
poration or the Resolution Trust Corpora
tion under paragraph (1) made with respect . 
to the expenses of administration of a health 
plan under subsection (a) shall be an admin
istrative expense of all affected 
conservatorships and receiverships, shared in 
proportion to the number of eligible individ
uals associated with each such con
servatorship or receivership. Any such pay
ment under paragraph (1) made with respect 
to a claim submitted by an eligible individ
ual shall be treated as an administrative ex
pense of the affected conservatorship or re
ceivership.". 

(b) CONSTRUCTION.-The provision of con
tinuation coverage pursuant to the enact
ment of section 451 of the Federal Deposit In
surance Corporation Improvement Act of 
1991 (prior to the enactment of the amend
ment made by subsection (a)) shall not be 
construed to have created any obligation 
under any other provision of Federal law for 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
or the Resolution Trust Corporation that did 
not otherwise exist prior to the date of en
actment of section 451 of the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation Improvement Act of 
1991. 

(c) RULEMAKING.-The Federal Deposit In
surance Corporation and the Resolution 
Trust Corporation shall promulgato appro
priate regulations to carry out the amend
ment made by subsection (a). For purposes of 
section 451(b)(1)(B)(ii) of the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation Improvement Act of 
1991 (as amended by subsection (a)), such reg
ulations shall be substantially similar to 
section 602(2)(C) of the Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act of 1974. 

(d) TRANSITION RULE.-The Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation and the Resolution 
Trust Corporation may provide continuation 
coverage under section 451 of the Federal De
posit Insurance Corporation Improvement 
Act of 1991, as amended by subsection (a), in 
lieu of any continuation coverage required to 
be provided under section 451 of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation Improvement 
Act of 1991 as that section was originally en
acted. 

(e) AUTHORITY.-Continuation coverage 
shall only be made available from the Reso
lution Trust Corporation in accordance with 
the amendment made by subsection (a) to 
the extent or in such amounts as provided in 
appropriations Acts. 

(0 EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall become effec
tive with respect to any failed depository in
stitution for which the Resolution Trust 
Corporation (if the requirement of sub
section (e) is first met) or the Federal De
posit Insurance Corporation is appointed as 
conservator or receiver on or after the date 
of enactment of the Federal Deposit Insur
ance Corporation Improvement Act of 1991. 
SEC. 304. JUDGMENT COLLECTION INFORMA· 

TION. 
(a) PURPOSE.-The purpose of this section 

is to ensure that the greatest practicable 
amount of money due to the United States 
and the Resolution Trust Corporation (here
after referred to as the "Corporation") as a 
result of fines imposed and restitution or
dered in connection with criminal proceed
ings involving insured savings associations 
and institution-affiliated parties is actually 
received by the United States. 

(b) INFORMATION COLLECTION REQUIRED.
The Attorney General of the United States 

(hereafter referred to as the "Attorney Gen
eral") shall collect and maintain informa
tion on-

(1) fines imposed for the conviction of any 
insured savings association or any institu
tion-affiliated party of an insured savings as
sociation for any offense involving fraud or 
other criminal activity related to the failure 
of an insured savings association; 

(2) orders to make restitution to the Cor
poration which have been issued in connec
tion with any conviction referred to in para
graph (1); and 

(3) the extent to which fines referred to in 
paragraph (1) have been collected by the 
United States and restitution referred to in 
paragraph (2) has been received by the Cor
poration. 

(c) COOPERATION OF OTHER AGENCIES.-The 
Secretary of the Treasury, the Director of 
the Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts, the Director of the Office of 
Thrift Supervision, the Chairperson of the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, the 
Chairman of the Securities Exchange Com
mission, and the chief executive officer of 
the Corporation shall cooperate with the At
torney General to develop accurate and effi
cient means for providing the information 
described in subsection (a) to the Attorney 
General. 

(d) SUMMARIES OF INFORMATION COL
LECTED.-

(1) TRANSMITTAL TO CONGRESS.-The Attor
ney General shall transmit summaries of the 
information collected pursuant to this sec
tion, prepared in accordance with paragraph 
(2), to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs of the Senate and the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs of the House of Representatives. 

(2) IDENTIFICATION OF MONEY JUDGMENTS.
With respect to every civil or criminal pro
ceeding initiated by an instrumentality of 
the United States that has resulted in an 
order, agreement, or award requiring the de
fendant in the proceeding to pay money to 
the United States Government, each sum
mary transmitted under this subsection 
shall-

(A) identify the proceeding by name, juris
diction, docket number, defendant, and the 
savings association in connection with which 
the events giving rise to the proceeding oc
curred; 

(B) describe the result of the proceeding 
and state the amount of money required to 
be paid by the defendant; 

(C) state the amount of money actually re
ceived from the defendant by any instrumen
tality of the United. States as a result of the 
proceeding; and 

(D) include such other information as the 
Attorney General may deem appropriate. 

(3) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.-ln addition 
to the information required by paragraph (2), 
each summary transmitted under this sec
tion shall include a summary of the total 
number and aggregate amount of fines and 
restitutions that are-

(A) at least 30 (but not more than 90) days 
past due; 

(B) at least 90 (but not more than 180) days 
past due; 

(C) at least 180 (but not more than 365) 
days past due; and 

(D) 365 days or more past due. 
(4) SIGNATURES REQUIRED.-Each summary 

transmitted pursuant to this section shall be 
signed by the Attorney General and the head 
of each instrumentality of the United States 
providing information to the Attorney Gen
eral for inclusion in the summary. 

{5) DATES OF SUBMISSION.-The Attorney 
General shall transmit such summaries an-
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nually, not later than April 1 of each cal
endar year. The summary submitted in cal
endar year 1993, shall cover the period from 
August 9, 1989, to the date of enactment of 
this Act. Summaries submitted in subse
quent years shall cover the calendar year 
preceding the year in which the summary is 
submitted. 

(6) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sub
section, the term "instrumentality of the 
United States" includes any department or 
agency of the United States and any trust, 
receivership, or conservatorship established 
by a department or agency of the United 
States. 

(e) INFORMATION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGENCY 
REPORTS.-Section 918(a) of the Financial In
stitutions Reform, Recovery, and Enforce
ment Act of 1989 (12 u.s.c. 1833(a)) is amend
ed-

(1) by redesignating paragraph (3) through 
(6) as paragraphs (4) through (7), respec
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(3) The number of individuals and institu
tions against whom civil judgments for dam
ages or restitution were awarded in proceed
ings initiated by such agency during such 12-
month period, or who, during the same pe
riod, formally agreed to pay money to the 
United States to fully or partially conclude 
or avoid such proceedings, the amount of 
each such judgment or agreement to pay, the 
total amount of all such judgments and 
agreements to pay, and data on uncollected 
judgments and agreements to pay for such 
period and prior years."; and 

(3) in paragraph (6), as redesignated, by in
serting before the period ", including the 
amount of money actually received by the 
United States as a result of such prosecu
tions and civil actions". 

SEC. 305. TEMPORARY VACANCIES IN THE OF· 
FICE OF CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFI· 
CER. 

Section 21A(b)(l) of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a(b)(1)) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub
paragraph: 

"(D) TEMPORARY VACANCIES IN THE OFFICE 
OF C.E.O.-

"(i) DESIGNATION OF ACTING C.E.O.-The 
chief executive officer of the Corporation 
shall designate 1 officer of the Corporation 
to act as the chief executive officer in the 
event of a temporary vacancy in such office. 

"(ii) TEMPORARY VACANCIES.-ln the event 
that the chief executive officer of the Cor
poration is separated from service or is un
able to carry out the duties of that office due 
to death, illness, incapacity, or other similar 
circumstances, the officer designated to 
serve as acting chief executive officer under 
clause (i) shall perform the duties of the 
chief executive officer. 

"(iii) PRESIDENTIAL DESIGNATION.-Not
withstanding clauses (i) and (11), the Presi
dent may designate any officer of the Gov
ernment appointed by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate to perform the du
ties of the chief executive officer of the Cor
poration in the event of a temporary va
cancy in that office due to circumstances de
scribed in clause (ii). 

"(iv) DURATION.- An acting chief executive 
officer designated under this subparagraph 
shall perform the duties of that office for a 
reasonable period of time, until a successor 
has been appointed or until the cir
cumstances resulting in the temporary va
cancy in the office have been rectified.". 

SEC. 306. MODIFYING SEPARATE CAPITALIZA· 
TION RULE FOR SAVINGS ASSOCIA
TIONS' SUBSIDIARIES ENGAGED IN 
ACTIVITIES NOT PERMISSmLE FOR 
NATIONAL BANKS. 

Section 5(t)(5)(D) of the Home Owners' 
Loan Act (12 U.S.C. 1464(t)(5)(D)) is amend
ed-

(1) by amending clause (i) to read as fol
lows: 

"(i) INCLUSION IN CAPITAL.-Notwithstand
ing subparagraph (A), if a savings associa
tion's subsidiary was, as of April 12, 1989, en
gaged in activities not permissible for a na
tional bank, the savings association may in
clude in calculating capital either-

"(!) the applicable percentage, set forth in 
clause (ii), of the eligible amount of the sav
ings association's investments in and exten
sions of credit to the subsidiary; or 

"(IT) with the approval of the Director 
under clause (iii), such percentage of the eli
gible amount as the Director may permit 
under that clause, but not exceeding the 
limit in clause (iv). "; 

(2) in clause (ii}-
(A) by striking "June 30, 1992" and insert

ing "September 30, 1992" ; and 
(B) by striking "July 1, 1992" and inserting 

"October 1, 1992"; 
(3) by redesignating clause (i11) as clause 

(vii); and 
(4) by inserting after clause (ii) the follow

ing new clauses: 
"(iii) DffiECTOR'S DISCRETION.-The Direc

tor may permit the savings association to in
clude in calculating capital a percentage of 
the eligible amount of the savings associa
tion's investments in and extensions of cred
it to the subsidiary, not exceeding the limit 
in clause (iv), if-

"(!) either-
"(aa) the savings association is adequately 

capitalized, as defined in section 38 of the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Act; or 

"(bb) the savings association is in compli
ance with an approved capital restoration 
plan meeting the requirements of section 38 
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act and is 
not critically undercapitalized as defined in 
that section; 

"(IT) the savings association's current com
posite MACRO rating is 1, 2, or 3; 

"(III) the savings association is an eligible 
savings association as defined in paragraph 
(3)(B); 

"(IV) subparagraph (A) applies with re
spect to the subsidiary only because of the 
subsidiary's real estate investments or other 
real estate activities; and 

"(V) the Director determines that the in
clusion would not increase the risk to the af
fected deposit insurance fund. 

"(iv) LIMIT.-The percentage allowed by 
the Director under clause (iii) shall not ex
ceed the following limits: 
"For the following 

period: The limit is: 
Prior to July 1, 1994 ..... 75 percent 
July 1, 1994 through 

June 30, 1995 ........... ... 60 percent 
July 1, 1995 through 

June 30, 1996 ..... ......... 40 percent 
Thereafter .... ............ ... 0 percent 

"(v) COMMUNITY CREDIT NEEDS.-ln apply
ing clause (iii), the Director shall consider 
the savings association's record of meeting 
community credit needs. 

"(vi) ELIGIBLE AMOUNT DEFINED.-For pur
poses of this subparagraph, the 'eligible 
amount' of a savings association's invest
ments in and extensions of credit to a sub
sidiary is the sum of-

"(!) the savings association's investments 
in and extensions of credit that were made to 
the subsidiary on or before April 12, 1989; and 

"(IT) the savings association's investments 
in and extensions of credit to the subsidiary 
expended after April 12, 1989, that were nec
essary to complete projects initiated before 
April 12, 1989.". 
SEC. 307. EXTENSION OF CIVD.. STATUTE OF LIMI

TATIONS. 
(a) RESOLUTION TRUST CORPORATION.-Sec

tion ll(d)(14) of the Federal Deposit Insur
ance Act (12 U.S.C. 1821(d)(14)) is amended

(!) in subparagraph (A)(ii), by inserting 
"except as provided in subparagraph (B)," 
before "in the case of'; 

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 
subparagraph (C); 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following new subparagraph: · 

"(B) TORT ACTIONS BROUGHT BY THE RESOLU
TION TRUST CORPORATION.-The applicable 
statute of limitations with regard to any ac
tion in tort brought by the Resolution Trust 
Corporation in its capacity as conservator or 
receiver of a failed savings association shall 
be the longer of-

"(i} the 5-year period beginning on the date 
the claim accrues; or 

"(ii) the period applicable under State 
law."; and 

(4) in subparagraph (C), as redesignated
(A) by striking "subparagraph (A)" and in

serting "subparagraphs (A) and (B)"; and 
(B) by striking "such subparagraph" and 

inserting "such subparagraphs". 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE; TERMINATION; FDIC AS 

SUCCESSOR.-
(!) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 

made by subsection (a) shall be construed to 
have the same effective date as section 212 of 
the Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery, 
and Enforcement Act of 1989. 

(2) TERMINATION.-The amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall remain in effect only 
until the termination of the Resolution 
Trust Corporation. 

(3) FDIC AS SUCCESSOR TO THE RTC.-The 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, as 
successor to the Resolution Trust Corpora
tion, shall have the right to pursue any tort 
action that was properly brought by the Res
olution Trust Corporation prior to the termi
nation of the Resolution Trust Corporation. 
SEC. 308. DIRECTORS NOT LIABLE FOR ACQUI-

ESCING IN CONSERVATORSHIP, RE· 
CEIVERSHIP, OR SUPERVISORY AC
QUISITION OR COMBINATION. 

(a) LIABILITY.-During the period begin
ning on the date of enactment of this Act 
and ending on December 19, 1992, the mem
bers of the board of directors of an insured 
depository institution shall not be liable to 
the institution's shareholders or creditors 
for acquiescing in or consenting in good faith 
to-

(1) the appointment of the Resolution 
Trust Corporation or the Federal Deposit In
surance Corporation as conservator or re
ceiver for that institution; or 

(2) the acquisition of the institution by a 
depository institution holding company, or 
the combination of the institution with an
other insured depository institution if the 
appropriate Federal banking agency has-

(A) requested the institution, in writing, to 
be acquired or to combine; and 

(B) notified the institution that 1 or more 
grounds exist for appointing a conservator or 
receiver for the institution. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the terms "appropriate Federal bank
ing agency", "depository institution holding 
company", and "insured depository institu-
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tion" have the same meanings as in section 
3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act. 
SEC. 309. REAL ESTATE APPRAISAL AMENDMENT. 

Section 1112 of the Financial Institution 
Reform, Recovery, and Enforcement Act of 
1989 (12 U.S.C. 3341) is amended-

(!) by inserting "(a) IN GENERAL.-" before 
"Each Federal"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(b) THRESHOLD LEVEL.-NotwithstanL.ing 
sections 1113 and 1114, each Federal financial 
institutions regulatory agency and the Reso
lution Trust Corporation may establish a 
level below which a certified or licensed ap
praiser is not required to perform appraisals 
in connection with federally related trans
actions, if such agency determines that such 
level is in the public interest.". 
SEC. 310. SET-ASIDE OF FUNDS FOR ASSISTANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Before transferring an in
sured depository institution to the Resolu
tion Trust Corporation, the Director of the 
Office of Thrift Supervision shall consider 
whether providing assistance to the institu
tion under section 13(c) of the Federal De
posit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1823(c)) or 
under section 13(k)(5) of the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1823(k)(5)) would be 
a more cost-effective manner of resolving 
the institution than transferring the institu
tion to the Resolution Trust Corporation. 

(b) SET ASIDE TO PROVIDE ASSISTANCE.-Of 
the total amount appropriated by this Act, 
$1,850,000,000 shall be set aside to provide as
sistance under sections 13(c) and 13(k)(5) of 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Act to carry 
out the purposes of this section with respect 
to insured savings associations. 
SEC. 311. ADDmON OF FLORIDA TO LIST OF DIS· 

TRESSED AREAS. 
Section 21A(b)(11)(E)(iii) of the Federal · 

Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 
1441a(b)(ll)(E)(i11)) is amended by inserting 
"Florida," immediately after "Colorado,". 
SEC. 312. GUARANTEE OF LOANS TO PURCHASE 

RTC PROPERTY. 
Section 21A of the Federal Home Loan 

Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1441a) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

"(w) LOAN GUARANTEES TO PURCHASE RTC 
PROPERTY.-

"(!) PURPOSES.-The purposes of this sub
section are-

"(A) to help sell property held by the Reso
lution Trust Corporation at prices that pre
vail for similar property in local markets; 

"(B) to help relieve the depressive effect of 
sales of property held by the Resolution 
Trust Corporation on prices of real estate in 
such markets; 

"(C) to make financing for the sale of prop
erty held by the Resolution Trust Corpora
tion more available to buyers; 

"(D) to decrease the cost to the taxpayer of 
maintaining Resolution Trust Corporation 
properties; and 

"(E) to provide an avenue for safe invest
ment of surplus bank capital. 

"(2) DEFINITION OF 'QUALIFIED LENDER' .-As 
used in this subsection, the term "qualified 
lender" means-

"(A) a bank or savings association the de
posits or accounts of which are insured by 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation; 
or 

"(B) any person engaged in the business of 
making commercial loans. 

"(3) GUARANTEE AUTHORITY.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-In addition to any other 

authority provided by law, the Corporation 
is authorized to guarantee, and make com
mitments to guarantee, the timely payment 

of principal and interest on loans made by 
qual:.fied lenders to finance the purchase of 
commercial and residential property held by 
the Corporation. 

"(B) AMOUNT OF GUARANTEE.-The aggre
gate obligation of the Corporation or the 
United States under any guarantee under 
this subsection may not exceed 85 percent of 
the outstanding undivided principal amount 
of the loan. 

"(4) ELIGIBILITY.-A. loan may be guaran
teed under paragraph (3) only if-

"(A) the chief executive officer of the Cor
poration determines-

"(!) that there is reasonable assurance of 
repayment of the loan; 

"(ii) that the qualified lender is respon
sible; and 

"(iii) that adequate provision is made for 
servicing the loan on reasonable terms; 

"(B) the amount of the loan does not ex
ceed 85 percent of the fair market value of 
the property at the time of the application 
for the guarantee; 

"(C) the borrower has made a down pay
ment, in cash or its equivalent, of not less 
than 15 percent of the fair market value of 
the property; 

"(D) the qualified lender has entered into 
agreement to assume the initial15 percent of 
any loss incurred in connection with the 
loan; and 

"(E) the chief executive officer of the Cor
poration-

"(i) establishes criteria to determine if the 
guarantee of a loan under this subsection is 
the most efficient way to meet the Corpora
tion's objectives on a borrower-by-borrower 
basis; 

"(ii) promulgates regulations that provide 
for the complete amortization of each guar
anteed loan, not to exceed the useful life of 
the property purchased with the loan; and 

"(iii) prescribes explicit standards to peri
odically assess the credit risk of new and ex
isting guaranteed loans. 

"(5) FULL FAITH AND CREDIT.-The full faith 
and credit of the United States is pledged to 
the payment of all amounts which may be 
required to be paid pursuant to a guarantee 
under this subsection in accordance with 
subsection (j)(3). 

"(6) SUBROGATION.-The holder of a guaran
tee under this subsection shall notify the 
Corporation of any default in the payment of 
any loan guaranteed under this subsection. 
Upon receipt of such notice, the Corporation 
shall-

"(A) pay to such holder the amount of the 
guarantee not in excess of the pro rata por
tion of the amount originally guaranteed; 
and 

"(B) be subrogated to the rights of the 
holder of the guarantee to the extent of the 
amount of the guarantee. 

"(7) REGULATIONS; FEES.-
"(A) REGULATIONS.-Upon the appropria

tion provided for in paragraph (8), the Cor
poration shall prescribe such regulations as 
are necessary to carry out this subsection in 
compliance with applicable Office of Man
agement and Budget and the Department of 
the Tre·asury executive orders and circulars. 

"(B) FEES.-The Corporation is authorized 
to prescribe and collect a fee to cover the ad
ministrative costs it incurs in providing 
guarantees under this subsection in compli
ance with appropriate Office of Management 
and Budget and Department of the Treasury 
executive orders and circulars. 

"(8) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out the 
purposes of this subsection.". 

SEC. 313. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS RELATING TO 
STANDARDS ON RISK-BASED CAP· 
ITAL. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(1) there were fewer housing starts in the 

United States in 1991 than in any of the pre
vious 40 years; 

(2) it is in the interest of the United States 
that good quality, affordable housing be 
available to all Americans; 

(3) risk-based capital standards create an 
incentive for banks and thrifts to make 
lower-risk loans; 

(4) Federal regulators of depository insti
tutions have limited the favorable treatment 
of housing loans to loans for single-family 
residences; and 

(5) Federal banking regulators have not 
adopted an interest rate risk component to 
the risk-based standards and have thereby 
encouraged banks to purchase Government
backed securities instead of making loans. 

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.-lt is the sense 
of the Congress that regulators of depository 
institutions should consider making changes 
in risk-based capital standards by accelerat
ing their implementation of an interest rate 
risk component and by reviewing the stand
ards that apply to loans for the purchase or 
construction of housing, especially for loans 
that finance low- and moderate-income hous
ing. 
SEC. 314. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

TERMINATION OF THE RESOLUTION 
TRUST CORPORATION. 

It is the sense of the Congress that-
(1) the life of the Resolution Trust Cor

poration shall not be extended beyond the 
termination date of December 31, 1996, as es
tablished under section 21A of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act; and 

(2) the Resolution Trust Corporation shall 
not receive any additional failed savings and 
loans after September 30, 1993, in accordance 
with the Resolution Trust Corporation Refi
nancing, Restructuring, and Improvement 
Act of 1991. 

TITLE IV-BANK AND THRIFr 
DISCLOSURE ACT 

SEC. 401. SHORT TrnE. 
This title may be cited as the "Bank and 

Thrift Disclosure Act of 1992". 
SEC. 402. PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF EXAMINA

TION INFORMATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Each appropriate banking 

agency shall make available to the public 
copies of reports of all examinations of each 
failed depository institution that received 
funds, as defined in section 406, or of a hold
ing company of such institution, that was 
performed by that banking agency or its 
predecessor, during the 5-year period preced
ing the transfer, failure, or receipt of funds. 
Each appropriate banking agency other than 
the National Credit Union Administration 
Board shall consult with the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation or the Resolution 
Trust Corporation prior to making such re
ports available to the public. 

(b) DELAY OF PUBLICATION.-
(!) THREATS TO SAFETY OR SOUNDNESS OF IN

STITUTION.-If the appropriate banking agen
cy makes a determination in writing that re
lease of an examination report would seri
ously threaten the safety or soundness of an 
insured depository institution, such agency 
may initially delay release of the examina
tion report for a reasonable period of time, 
not to exceed 12 months· from the date of the 
transfer, failure, or receipt of funds de
scribed in section 406. Such determination 
may be renewed on an annual basis. 

(2) ONGOING INVESTIGATIONS.-If the appro
priate banking agency or the Resolution 
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Trust Corporation determines in writing 
that release of a portion of an examination 
report would hinder an ongoing investigation 
of alleged negligence, or of other activity 
that would give rise to either administrative 
or civil proceedings, the portion of the exam
ination report directly pertaining to the al
leged negligence or other activity, may be 
withheld from release during the investiga
tion, until a notice of charges is issued, a 
complaint is filed, or for a period not to ex
ceed 24 months from the date of the transfer, 
failure, or receipt of funds described in sec
tion 406, whichever is earlier. 

(3) DELAY PENDING CRIMINAL INVESTIGA
TION.-If the appropriate banking agency and 
the Attorney General of the United States or 
the attorney general of a State, in the case 
of a State-chartered depository institution, 
jointly determine that release of a portion of 
an examination report would hinder an ongo
ing investigation of alleged criminal activ
ity, the portion of the examination report di
rectly pertaining to the alleged crime may 
be withheld from release until the termi
nation of such investigation, the issuance of 
an indictment, or for a period of not to ex
ceed 5 years from the date of the transfer, 
failure or receipt of funds described in sec
tion 406, whichever is earlier. The Attorney 
General of the United States or the Attorney 
General of a State shall provide the Comp
troller General of the United States with ac
cess to information regarding any such 
criminal investigation, and shall identify 
any law enforcement agencies or resources 
assigned to the investigation. 

(c) ExCLUSION OF OPEN INSTITUTIONS.-
(!) OPEN INSTITUTIONS.-This section shall 

not apply to any open insured depository in
stitution and shall not be construed to re
quire disclosure to the public of any report 
of examination of any open insured deposi
tory institution. 

(2) AFFILIATED SOLVENT INSTITUTIONS.-In 
connection with the release of an examina
tion report of a holding company of a failed 
institution, nothing in this section shall be 
construed as requiring the release of any ex
amination report information.regarding any 
solvent depository institution that is also a 
subsidiary of such holding company. 
SEC. 403. PROHIBmON OF CONFIDENTIAL SET

TLEMENTS. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law or any rule, regulation, or order issued 
thereunder, all agreements or settlements of 
claims between the Resolution Trust Cor
poration or the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation and any other party, where such 
agreement or claim relates to an institution 
described in section 406 shall be made avail
able to the public. 
SEC. 404. APPLICABll..ITY. 

The requirements of section 402 shall 
apply-

(!) to any insured depository institution 
that has had its assets or liabilities, or any 
part thereof, transferred to the FSLIC Reso
lution Fund or the Resolution Trust Cor
poration; 

(2) to any member of the Bank Insurance 
Fund that has failed and received funds, if 
during either the fiscal year in which the in
stitution failed or the fiscal year in which 
the institution received funds, as defined in 
section 406, the Bank Insurance Fund-

(A) had outstanding loans, or had other
wise received funds, from the Department of 
the Treasury, the Federal Financing Bank, 
or any Federal Reserve bank; or 

(B) had a negative fund balance; 
(3) to any member of the Savings Associa

tion Insurance Fund that has failed and re-

ceived funds, if during either the fiscal year 
in which the institution failed or the fiscal 
year in which the institution received funds, 
as defined in section 406, the Savings Asso
ciation Insurance Fund-

(A) had outstanding loans, or had other
wise received funds, from the Department of 
the Treasury, the Federal Financing Bank, 
or any Federal Reserve bank; or 

(B) had a negative fund balance; and 
(4) to any insured credit union that has 

failed and received funds, if during either the 
fiscal year in which the credit union failed or 
the fiscal year in which the credit union re
ceived funds, as defined in section 406, the 
National Credit Union Share Insurance 
Fund-

( A) had outstanding loans, or had other
wise received funds, from the Department of 
the Treasury, the Federal Financing Bank, 
or any Federal Reserve Bank; or 

(B) had a negative fund balance. 
SEC. 405. REMOVAL OF CUSTOMER INFORMATION 

FROM EXAMINATION REPORTS. 
In making available reports of examina

tions under section 402, each appropriate 
Federal banking agency shall excise the fol
lowing information: 

(1) NONINSTITUTION-AFFILIATED PARTIES.
The names and all other identifying informa
tion for all persons who are not institution
affiliated parties of an insured depository in
stitution. 

(2) INSTITUTION-AFFILIATED PARTIES.-The 
names and any information related to an in
stitution-affiliated party that is not relevant 
to the relationship between the insured de
pository institution and the institution-af
filiated party. 

(3) OPEN INSTITUTIONS.-The names and all 
other identifying information pertaining to 
open insured depository institutions. 

(4) EXAMINERS.-Any reference to the ex
aminers and other banking agency employ
ees involved in the examination of the in
sured depository institution. 

(5) WHISTLEBLOWERS.-All references to 
persons or entities that have provided infor
mation in confidence to a banking agency 
which may be utilized to pursue a civil or 
criminal action. 
SEC. 406. DEFINmONS. 

For purposes of this section-
(!) an insured depository institution has 

"failed" if the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation, Resolution Trust Corporation, 
or National Credit Union Administration 
Board-

( A) has been appointed as receiver or liq
uidator for such institution; or 

(B) has exercised the power to provide as
sistance under section 13(c)(2) of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Act or the analogous pow
ers under section 21A of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Act. 

(2) an insured depository institution has 
"received funds" if the institution, its hold
ing company, or an acquiring institution re
ceives cash or other valuable consideration 
from the National Credit Union Administra
tion Board, the Resolution Trust Corpora
tion, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora
tion, or any Federal Reserve bank that lends 
for more than 30 days while the insured de
pository institution is critically under
capitalized within the 1-year period prior to 
the failure of the insured depository institu
tion whether in the form of a loan, a pay
ment to depositors or other creditors, the as
sumption of liabilities, or otherwise; · 

(3) the term "insured depository institu
tion" has the same meaning as in section 3 
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act, except 
that such term includes an insured credit 

union, as defined in section 101 of the Fed
eral Credit Union Act; and 

(4) the term "appropriate banking agency" 
means the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor
poration, the Board of Governors of the Fed
eral Reserve System, the Comptroller of the 
Currency, the Office of Thrift Supervision, or 
the National Credit Union Administration 
Board, and, in the case of a State-chartered 
depository institution, the appropriate State 
depository institution regulatory agency. 
SEC. 40'1. ADDmONAL DISCLOSURES BY FDIC, 

NCUA, AND RTC. 
(a) BORROWERS.-Not later than 6 months 

after being appointed receiver or liquidator 
for any failed institution that received 
funds, as defined in section 406, the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, National 
Credit Union Administration, or the Resolu
tion Trust Corporation, as appropriate, shall 
make available to the public the name and 
loan balance of any borrower who-

(1) was an executive officer, director, or 
principal shareholder of the institution, or a 
related interest of any such person, as such 
terms are defined in section 22(h) of the Fed
eral Reserve Act; and 

(2) at the time that the receiver was ap
pointed, was more than 90 days delinquent 
on a loan. 

(b) TRANSACTIONS.-Not later than 12 
months after being appointed receiver or liq
uidator for any failed institution that re
ceived funds, as defined in section 406, the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, the 
National Credit Union Administration 
Board, or the Resolution Trust Corporation 
shall make available, and update periodi
cally thereafter, a list of pending and settled 
lawsuits brought by such agency involving 
transactions (other than those listed in sub
section (a)) that caused a material loss to 
such institution or to the deposit insurance 
fund. 
SEC. 408. GAO AUDITS. 

The Comptroller General shall selectively 
audit examination reports made available to 
the public by the appropriate Federal bank
ing agencies under section 402, and disclo
sures made by the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation, National. Credit Union Adminis
tration, and Resolution Trust Corporation 
under section 407, to assess compliance with 
the requirements of those sections. The 
Comptroller General shall determine the na
ture, scope, terms, and conditions of audits 
conducted under this section. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. BYRD: 
S. 2402. A bill to rescind certain budget au

thority proposed to be rescinded in a special 
message transmitted to the Congress by the 
President on March 10, 1992, in accordance 
with Title X of the Congressional Budget and 
Impoundment Control Act of 1974, as amend
ed; to the Committee on the Budget and the 
Committee on Appropriations, pursuant to 
the order of January 30, 1975, as modified by 
the order of April 11, 1986, with instructions 
that the Budget Committee be authorized to 
report its views to the Appropriations Com
mittee, and that the latter alone be author
ized to report the bill. 

S. 2403. A bill to rescind certain budget au
thority proposed to be rescinded in special 
messages transmitted to the Congress by the 
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President on March 20, 1992, in accordance 
with Title X of the Congressional Budget and 
Impoundment Control Act of 1974, as amend
ed; to the Committee on the Budget and the 
Committee on Appropriations, pursuant to 
the order of January 30, 1975, as modified by 
the order of April 11, 1986, with instructions 
that the Budget Committee be authorized to 
report its views to the Appropriations Com
mittee, and that the latter alone be author
ized to report the bill. 

S. 2404. A bill to rescind certain budget au
thority proposed to be rescinded in special 
messages transmitted to the Congress by the 
President on March 10, 1992, and on March 20, 
1992, in accordance with Title X of the Con
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974, as amended; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN: 
S. 2405. A bill to extend the temporary sus

pension of duty on ciprofloxacin hydro
chloride, ciprofloxacin, and nimodipine; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

S. 240f>. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on nimodipine granulated blend and 
tablets, and acarbose; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. SEYMOUR: 
S. 2407. A bill to amend the Board for 

International Broadcasting Act of 1973 to es
tablish a program for radio broadcasting to 
the peoples of Asia; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. DECONCINI: 
S. 2408. A bill to limit plea agreements and 

cooperative agreements that promise re
duced sentences or other benefits in ex
change for cooperation by drug kingpins and 
others charged with extremely serious of
fenses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. D'AMATO (for himself and Mr. 
KASTEN): 

S. 2409. A blll to amend the provisions of 
the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act 
of 1988 with respect to the enforcement of 
machine tool import arrangements; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

ByMr.GARN: 
S. 2410. A bill to authorize and request the 

President to advance Major Ronald Tiffany 
on the retired list of the United States Army 
Reserve; to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

By Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr. 
SMITH, Mr. BROWN, and Mr. MACK): 

S. 2411. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

By Mr. McCAIN: 
S. 2412. A bill to approve the President's 

rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2413. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con-

gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2414. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pumuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2415. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2416. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2417. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the blll. 

S. 2418. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2419. A b111 to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2420. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2421. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
t ions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 

1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2422. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2423. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2424. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2425. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S . 2426. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pur~uant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2427. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2428. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2429. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 
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S. 2430. A bill to approve the President's 

rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
19'15, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2431. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
19'15, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2432. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
19'15, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2433. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
19'15, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2434. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
19'15, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2435. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
19'15, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its view to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2436. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
19'15, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its view to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2437. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
19'15, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its view to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2438. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria-

tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its view to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2439. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its view to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2440. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its view to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2441. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its view to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2442. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its view to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2443. A bill to approve the President's 
res<'ission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its view to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2444. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its view to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2445. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its view to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2446. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its view to 

the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2447. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
~rress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2448. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2449. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2450. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursua11t to the order of January 30, 
1975, as moditled by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2451. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2452. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission · proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2453. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2454. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

s. 2455. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con-
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gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2456. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2457. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2458. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2459. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2460. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views tp 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2461. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2462. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2463. A b111 to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modlfled by the order of April 11, 

1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the blll. 

S. 2464. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the blll. 

S. 2465. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2466. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2467. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2468. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2469. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2470. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2471. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order .of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2472. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2473. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2474. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2475. A blll to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1936, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the blll. 

S. 2476. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2477. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2478. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2479. A blll to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria
tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

S. 2480. A bill to approve the President's 
rescission proposals submitted to the Con
gress on March 20, 1992; to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Appropria-
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tions, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
19'75, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, with instructions that the Budget Com
mittee be authorized to report its views to 
the Appropriations Committee, and that the 
latter alone be authorized to report the bill. 

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. DOMENICI, 
Mr. BURDICK, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. STEVENS, 
Mr. AKAKA, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, and Mr. REID): 

S. 2481. A bill to amend the Indian Health 
Care Improvement Act to authorize appro
priations for Indian health programs, and for 
other purposes; to the Select Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. RIEGLE: 
S. 2482. A blll to provide fuilding for the 

Resolution Trust Corporation, and for other 
purposes; from the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs; placed on the 
calendar. 

By Mr. BROWN: 
S. 2483. A blll to provide assistance to De

partment of Energy management and operat
ing contract employees at defense nuclear 
facilities who are significantly and adversely 
affected as a result of a significant reduction 
or modification in Department programs and 
to provide assistance to communities signifi
cantly affected by those reductions or modi
fications, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. BIDEN: 
S.J. Res. 279. A joint resolution designat

ing April 14, 1992, as "Education and Sharing 
Day, U.S.A.; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

By Mr. BRADLEY (for himself, Mr. 
ADAMS, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. BUR
DICK, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. DIXON, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
EXON, Mr. FOWLER, Mr. GLENN, Mr. 
GORE, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. KERREY, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. METZENBAUM, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. 
PELL, Mr. REID, Mr. SANFORD, Mr. 
SHELBY, Mr. SIMON, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
BURNS, Mr. COATS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
CRAIG, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. DOMENICI, 
Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. JEF
FORDS, Mr. KASTEN, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. PACK
WOOD, Mr. ROTH, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. 
STEVENS, and Mr. WARNER): 

S.J. Res. 280. A joint resolution to author
ize the President to proclaim the last Friday 
of April, 1992, as "National Arbor Day"; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. FORD (for himself and Mr. STE
VENS): 

S. Con. Res. 102. A concurrent resolution to 
provide for a Joint Congressional Committee 
on Inaugural Ceremonies; considered and 
agreed to. 

S. Con. Res. 103. A concurrent resolution 
authorizing the rotunda of the United States 
Capitol to be used on January 20, 1993, in 
connection with the proceedings and cere
monies for the inauguration of the Presi
dent-elect and the Vice President-elect of 
the United States; considered and agreed to. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. BYRD: 
S. 2402. A bill to rescind certain budg

et authority proposed to be rescinded 
in a special message transmitted to the 
Congress by the President on March 10, 
1992, in accordance with title X of the 
Congressional Budget and Impound
ment Control Act of 1974 as amended; 
pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified on April 11, 1975; re
ferred jointly to the Committee on Ap
propriations, and the Committee on 
the Budget. 

S. 2403. A bill to rescind certain budg
et authority proposed to be rescinded 
in special messages transmitted to the 
Congress by the President on March 20, 
1992, in accordance with title X of the 
Congressional Budget and Impound
ment Control Act of 1974 as amended; 
pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified on April 11, 1986; re
ferred jointly to the Committee on Ap
propriations, and the Committee on 
the Budget. 

S. 2404. A bill to rescind certain budg
et authority proposed to be rescinded 
in special messages transmitted to the 
Congress by the President on March 10, 
1992, and on March 20, 1992, in accord
ance with title X of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974 as amended; pursuant to the 
order of January 30, 1975, as modified 
on April11, 1986; referred jointly to the 
Committee on Appropriations, and the 
Committee on the Budget. 

RESCISSION OF CERTAIN BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, last Fri

day, the President announced that he 
was sending to Congress a series of ad
ditional measures to cut Federal spend
ing. The President stated that the line
item rescissions identified so far in his 
package totaled about $4 billion in un
necessary spending. 

We received this package of rescis
sions on March 20. There are 68 rescis
sions in this package totaling 
$3,588,973,100 in budget authority. Of 
that amount, $2.8 billion is a rescission 
of funding for the Seawolf submarine. 
Another $189 million is for what is 
called other Navy procurement. There
maining 66 items are domestic discre
tionary rescissions totaling $633,673,100, 
and of that amount a $547.7 million re
scission is requested from the appro
priations for new construction of pub
lic housing. the remaining 65 items 
total $86,014,000. 

Mr. President, the press has treated 
these rescissions as something new, 
something that has been little used. 
The fact is, Mr. President, rescission 
authority has been in place since the 
enactment of the Congressional Budget 
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974. 

In fact, on March 10 of this year, Con
gress received a package of rescissions 
totaling $2,073,855,000 from the Presi
dent. Most of these items were for re
scissions of defense funding; however, 

there were five rescissions of domestic 
discretionary funds totaling $87,185,000. 

Despite statements to the contrary, 
in the press and here on the floor and 
elsewhere, rescission requests by Presi
dents since 1974 have been given careful 
scrutiny by Congress, and a substantial 
number of those Presidential rescission 
requests have been enacted. That is 
nothing new. We have had Presidential 
rescission requests before, in almost 
every year, including and since 1974. 

In addition, during the period from 
1974 to March 20, 1992, Congress has, on 
its own, initiated and enacted a large 
number of rescissions that were not re
quested by Presidents. 

Now. this will come as news to a good 
many in the fourth estate and may 
come as news to a good many Members 
in this body. We have had these rescis
sion requests from Presidents all the 
way from, and including, 1974, as I said. 

I have here a table of all rescissions 
requested by Presidents from 1974 to 
March 20, 1992, as well as those initi
ated by Congress. When I complete my 
remarks, I shall ask unanimous con
sent to have inserted in the RECORD 
this table. 

This table shows that over this pe
riod, 1974 to March 20, 1992, Presidents 
have requested 947 rescissions totaling 
$63,482,829,000. And of that total, Con
gress enacted 324 rescissions requested 
by Presidents totaling $19,557,337,366. 

And in addition, and this is often 
overlooked-and I am sure my good 
friend from the State of New Mexico, 
Senator DOMENICI, is well aware of this, 
he having been the chairman of the 
Budget Committee in the Senate in the 
past, and being the ranking member 
still, being also a very influential 
member on the Senate Committee on 
Appropriations-over the same period 
of time, 1974 to March 20, 1992, Congress 
initiated and enacted 351 additional re
scissions totaling $36,210,728,246. 

Now, where has the press been? 
Where have our other Members been 
who are obviously not aware that we 
have been receiving and disposing of 
Presidential rescissions, and making 
rescissions of our own in addition 
thereto, for a good many years? 

Therefore, if we combine rescissions 
enacted by Congress which were re
quested by Presidents, $19,557,337,366, 
and rescissions enacted and initiated 
by Congress, $36,210,728,246, we get a 
total of $55,768,065,612 in rescissions 
over the period 1974 to March 20, 1992. 

So, Mr. President, contrary to the 
conventional wisdom which is so often 
wrong in this city, Congress has a good 
record on rescissions. And, Mr. Presi
dent, we will take the latest Presi
dential rescission requests very seri
ously. 

Today, I am introducing rescission 
bills that include all of the President's 
March 10 and March 20 rescissions. 
These bills will be referred to the Ap
propriations Committee, to the Budget 
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Committee, and to authorizing com
mittees when and if contract and bor
rowing authority is involved. 

The Appropriations Committee, 
which I chair, will carefully examine 
each of these items and, where appro
priate, we will agree with the Presi
dent. 

In addition, as has been the case in 
other years, the Appropriations Com
mittee will likely make its own rec
ommendations as to other rescissions 
which have not been requested by the 
President. 

I am sure that there are items in the 
executive branch budget which are un
necessary and wasteful. Frankly, the 
word "pork" gets bandied around far 
too much in this town. It is a buzzword 
used normally to tar the Congress by 

Fiscal year: 
1992 .................................................................... ..................................... 
1991 ......................................................................................................... 
1990 ................................................... .................... .................................. 
1989 ......................................................................................................... 
1988 ......................................... ................................................................. 
1987 ......................................................................................................... 
1986 ..................................................................... ...................... .............. 
1985 ..................................... ...................................................... .............. 
1984 ........................................................................................... ......... ..... 
1983 .......................................................................................................... 
1982 ......................................................................................................... 
1981 ......................................................................................................... 
1980 .......................................................................................................... 
1979 ... ...................................................................................................... 
1978 ............................. ....................... , ....... ~··· · ········· · · · ····· · ··· · · ·· ··············· 

1977 ......................................................................................................... 
1976 ......................................................................................................... 
1975 ................................ .......................................................................... 
1974 ......................................................................................................... 

Grand total 1974- 1992 ...................................................................... 

1 As of Mar. 20, 1992. 

the columnists, the editors, the com- The appropriations subcommittees 
mentators, the media-bandied around will scrutinize all 1992 appropriations 
a great deal, in almost all cases when for all departments and agencies of the 
it is used to tar the Congress. It is a Government. Then the full committee 
label that is pinned on almost all con- will markup a rescissions bill or bills 
gressional projects. If it is a project that will incorporate not only those re
that is added by Congress, it is called scissions requested by the President
"pork." If it is a project that is added certainly we will include some of 
by the House, it is "pork." If it is them- and on which the committee can 
added by the Senate, it is "pork." agree, but as I have said the committee 
There is plenty of "pork", however, at will also include its own rescission 
the other end of Pennsylvania Avenue. amendments as well. 

Let me assure you, Mr. President, let Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
me assure my colleagues, that each ap- sent to include the table to which I 
propriations subcommittee will take earlier referred- a table that was pro
these Presidential requests very seri- vided by the General Accounting Of
ously. There are some items among the fice-at this point in the RECORD. 
President's rescission requests that un- · There being no objection, the mate
doubtedly can be justified and that rial was ordered to be printed in the 
ought to be agreed to. RECORD, as follows: 

Number of rescissions 
proposed by President 

I 31 
30 
11 
6 
0 

73 
83 

244 
9 

21 
32 

166 
59 
11 
12 
20 
50 
87 
2 

947 

Total amount proposed 
by President for rescis

sion 

2,090,555,000 
4,859,251,000 

554,258,000 
143,100,000 

0 
5,835,800,000 

10,126,900,000 
1,854,800,000 

636,400,000 
1,569,000,000 
7,907,400,000 

15,361,900,000 
1,618,100,000 

908,700,000 
1,290,100,000 
1,926,930,000 
3,582,000,000 
2,722,000,000 

495,635,000 

63,482,829,000 

Number of proposals Total amount of propos- Number of rescissions 
accepted by Congress als enacted by Congress initiated by Congress 

0 0 25 
0 0 22 

28 513,302,000 68 
I 2,053,000 9 
0 0 61 
2 36,000,000 50 
4 143,210,000 5 

98 173,699,000 11 
3 55,375,000 8 
0 0 10 
5 4,365,486,0CO 3 

101 10,899,935,550 43 
34 177,696,446 30 
9 723,609,000 1 
3 55,255,000 2 

11 1.277,090,000 2 
1 148,331,000 0 

38 386,295,370 1 
0 0 0 

324 19,557,337,366 351 

Total amount of rescis
sions initiated by Con

gress 

1,382,377,000 
1,332,955,000 
2,322,145,000 

212,313,000 
3,860,653,067 
5,699,509,675 
6,668,450,000 
5,451,074,000 
2,181.515,000 

280,605,100 
16,927,000 

3,678,590,600 
3,003,950,100 

47,500,000 
61,964,000 

5,200,000 
0 

4,999,704 
0 

36,210,728,246 

2The Military Construction Appropriations Act, fiscal year 1991, approved most of the rescissions proposed by the President 41 days alter the funds were released for obligation under the Impoundment Control Act. The following individ
ual projects were not approved for rescission: Central District Center, Phase Ill, Red River, Texas $39,000,000 in proposed rescission R90-4; Addition to flight simulator, Luke Air Force Base, Arizona $1 ,900,000 in proposed rescission R90-
5; Installation of Fireplaces in SOO, WPAFB, Ohio $56,000 in proposed rescission R90- 10. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I introduce 
and send to the desk three bills to 
which I have already alluded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bills 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the text of the bills 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bills 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2402 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following rescis
sions of budget authority are made, namely: 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND 

INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION 

PUBLIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILfl'IES, 
PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading In Public Law 102-140, R92-2, 
$21,425,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in P ublic Law 102-172, R92-3, 

$92,850,000 are rescinded; of which $4,000,000 
was made available for a grant to the Air
borne and Special Operations Museum Foun
dation; $4,000,000 was made available for the 
National D-Day Museum Foundation; 
$2,000,000 was made available for the procure
ment of intermediate cold-wet weather 
boots; $22,000,000 was made available for the 
grant to the Silver Valley Unified School 
District, Yermo, California; $10,000,000 was 
made available for the grant to the Cum
berland County School Board, Fayetteville, 
North Carolina; $6,800,000 was made available 
for the refurbishment and modernization at 
existing railyard facilities at Fort Riley, 
Kansas; and $250,000 was made available for 
the conduct of a study on the need for and 
feasibility of a joint military and civilian 
airport at Manhattan, Kansas. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, R92-4, 
$104,650,000 are rescinded; of which $1,600,000 
was made available for the Museum of 
Science and Industry; and $78,000,000 was 
made available for shipyard modernization 
projects. The following proviso under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172 is repealed: 
"That funds appropriated or made available 
in this Act shall be obligated and expended 
to restore and maintain the facilities, activi
ties and personnel levels, including specifi 
cally the medical facilities, activities and 
personnel levels, at the Memphis Naval Com-

plex, Millington, Tennessee, to the fiscal 
year 1984 levels:" . 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, R92-5, 
$22,000,000 are rescinded. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, Am FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, R92-6, 
$4,500,000 are rescinded_ 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE 
AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, R92-7, 
$20,200,000 are rescinded; of which $15,000,000 
was made available for the continued imple
mentation of the Legacy Resource Manage
ment Program and only for use in imple
menting cooperative agreements to identify, 
document, and maintain biological diversity 
on military installations; $600,000 was made 
available for two Post-Traumatic Stress Dis
order Treatment Centers, one to be located 
in the State of Hawaii, and one to be located 
in Greensburg, Pennsylvania, for the purpose 
of treating military personnel, dependents, 
and other personnel in post-traumatic stress 
disorders; and $750,000 was the amount made 
available for the conduct and preparation of 
an inventory of all the real property in the 
State of Hawaii that is owned or controlled 
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by the United States Department of Defense 
and its components. 

PROCUREMENT 
PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 

COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, R92-9, 
$110,000,000 are rescinded. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, R92-10, 
$1,000,000 are rescinded. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, R92-ll, 
$262,000,000 are rescinded. 

WEAPONSPROCUREMENT,NAVY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in subdivision "Other Missile Pro
grams" in Public · Law 102-172, R92-12, 
$13,200,000 are rescinded. 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in subdivision "LCAC landing craft 
air cushion program" in Public Law 102-172, 
R92-13, $238,100,000 are rescinded. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, R92-14, 
$41,300,000 are rescinded. 

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, R92-15, 
$40,200,000 are rescinded. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE AGENCIES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, R92-16, 
$154,800,000 are rescinded. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 102-172, R92-18, 
$102,200,000 are rescinded; of which not less 
than $6,300,000 was made available for the 
Vectored Thrust Combat Agility Demonstra
tor flight test program and not less than 
$10,000,000 was made available as a grant to 
the Louisiana State University for the Neu
roscience Center of Excellence. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 102-172, R92-19, 
$140,600,000 are rescinded, of which $10,000,000 
was made available for the Submarine Laser 
Communications project. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 102-172, R92-20, 
$127,100,000 are rescinded, of which $10,000,000 
was made available as a grant to Marywood 
College, Pennsylvania, for laboratory and 

other efforts associated with research, devel
opment and other programs of major impor
tance to the Department of Defense; 
$10,000,000 was made available for the mod
ernization and upgrade of the Poker Flat 
Rocket Range and $19,500,000 was made avail
able to establish an image information proc
essing center, co-located with the Air Force 
Maui Optical Station and the Maui Optical 
Tracking Facility; and $30,000,000 was made 
available for the National Center for Manu
facturing Sciences. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

<RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 102-172, R92-21, 
$375,900,000 are rescinded; of which $6,000,000 
was made available for a grant to the Uni
versity of Texas at Austin; $6,000,000 was 
made available for a grant to the North
eastern University; $5,000,000 was made avail
able for a grant to the Texas Regional Insti
tute for Environmental Studies; $7,700,000 
was made available as a grant to the Kansas 
State University; $1,600,000 was made avail
able for a grant to the University of Wiscon
sin; $29,000,000 was made available for a grant 
to the Boston University; $250,000 was made 
available for a grant to the Medical College 
of Ohio; $500,000 was made available for a 
grant to the University of South Carolina; 
$750,000 was made available for a grant to the 
George Mason University; $2,300,000 was 
made available as a grant to the Monmouth 
College; $10,000,000 was made available as a 
grant to the University of Minnesota; 
$500,000 was made available as a grant to the 
University of Saint Thomas in Saint Paul, 
Minnesota; $2,000,000 was made available as a 
grant to the Brandeis University; $3,000,000 
was made available as a grant to the New 
Mexico State University; not less than 
$10,000,000 of the funds was made available 
for the Experimental Program to Stimulate 
Competitive Research (ESPCOR); and 
$12,500,000 was made available for the devel
opment of superconducting multi-chip mod
ules: Provided, That section 8125 of Public 
Law 102-172 is repealed: Provided further, 
That section 253, the amendments made by 
section 825 to 10 U.S.C. 2196 and 2197, and sec
tion 827 of Public Law 102-190 are repealed. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY 

<RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 102-136, R92-22, 
$9,050,000 are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-136, R92-23, 
$17,400,000 are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-136, R92-24, 
$6,000,000 are rescinded. 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

{RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 102-136, R92-25, 
$48,000,000 are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY NATIONAL 
GUARD 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 102- 136, R92-26, 
$16,565,000 are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR NATIONAL 
GUARD 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 102-136, R92-27, 
$306,000 are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY RESERVE 
<RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-136, R92-28, 
$2,749,000 are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVAL RESERVE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-136, R92-29, 
$36,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 

HEALTH RESOURCES AND SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 

HEALTH RESOURCES AND SERVICES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-170, R92-30, 
$25,000,000 are rescinded. 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 
HOUSING PROGRAMS 

FLEXIBLE SUBSIDY FUND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-31, 
$25,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102- 154, R92-32, 
$5,880,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION 

LOCAL RAIL FREIGHT ASSISTANCE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-143, R92-33, 
$9,880,000 are rescinded. 

s. 2403 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following rescis
sions of budget authority are made, namely: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION 

SERVICE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-35, 
$100,000 is rescinded. 

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE 
BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

(RESCISSIONS) 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-36, 
$250,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-37, 
$500,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-38, 
$500,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-39, 
$2,710,000 is rescinded. 
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Of the funds . made available under this 

heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-40, 
$375,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-41, 
$3,050,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-42, 
$225,000 is rescinded. 

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-43, 
$225,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-44, 
$750,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-45, $94,000 
is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-46, $39,000 
is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-47, 
$387,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-48, $85,000 
is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-49, $49,000 
is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-50, 
$125,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-51, 
$185,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-52, 
$120,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-53, 
$134,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-54, 
$100,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-55, $46,000 
is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-56, 
$200,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-57, 
$250,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-58, $50,000 
is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-59, 
$187,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-60, 
$140,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-61, $76,000 
is rescinded. 

EXTENSION SERVICE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-62, 
$647,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-63, 
$150,000 is rescinded. 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURE LIBRARY 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-64, 
$500,000 is rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ASSISTED 
HOUSING 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-65, 
$547,659,100 are rescinded: Provided, That in 
the second proviso, the amount $573,883,000 
for the development or acquisition cost of 
public housing shall be reduced by 
$547,659,100. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-66, 
$1,500,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,500,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
the Alliance of Residence Theatres of New 
York, New York, for acquisition and renova
tion of theater space. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-67, 
$1,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,000,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
the Atlantic Economic Development Corp. 
for the Sweet Auburn Curb Market project. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-68, 
$2,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $2,000,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
economic development in the downtown 
areas of Davenport, Iowa. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-69, 
$150,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $150,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
a new government center in Warren, Rhode 
Island. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-70, 
$100,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $100,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
improvements to the West Side Community 
Center in Asbury Park, New Jersey. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-71, 
$1,200,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,200,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
infrastructure development of Hawaiian 
home lands. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-72, 
$1,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,000,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
infrastructure improvements for the Town of 
Clinton, Tennessee. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-73, 
$1,300,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,300,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
job retention of agricultural workers at two 

sugarcane mills on Hawaii's Hilo-Hamakua 
coast. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-74, 
$3,900,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $3,900,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
land acquisition, construction, public im
provements, and other purposes in Bay City, 
Michigan. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-75, 
$2,500,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $2,500,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
the North Miami Center for Contemporary 
Art, Florida. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-76, 
$1,500,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,500,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
a municipal center in Bloomfield, New Mex
ico. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-77, 
$500,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $500,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
the North Dakota Business Marketing Alli
ance for a revolving fund for rural, home
based micro businesses. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-78, 
$1,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,000,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
the Oxbow Corporation for construction of 
the Oxbow project in Castlewood and Saint 
Paul, Virginia. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-79, 
$1,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,000,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
a parking garage in Ashland, Kentucky. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-80, 
$505,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $505,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
the North Miami Beach, Florida, Performing 
Arts Cultural Center. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-81, $65,000 
are rescinded: Provided, That in the four
teenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 for 
special purpose grants shall be reduced by 
$65,000: Provided further, That none of these 
funds for such grants are available for im
provement of recreational facilities in Bis
cayne Park, Florida. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-82, 
$101,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purposes grants shall be reduced 
by $101,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available to 
improve recreational facilities in the Bor
ough of Myersdale, Pennsylvania. 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND 
INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-83, 
$1,500,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,500,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available to 
improve the community recreational facili
ties in three communities, Portage Borough, 
Portage Township, and the City of Greens
burg, Pennsylvania. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-84, 
$700,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $700,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available to 
refurbish the Cresson Street tressel in 
Manayunk, Pennsylvania. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-85, 
$1,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,000,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available to 
rehabilitate the Pease Auditorium, a historic 
building in Ypsilanti, Michigan. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-86, 
$800,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $800,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
the development of a waste supply system 
for the City of Crawford, Nebraska. 

RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-87, 
$400,000 are rescinded: Provided, That none of 
these funds are available for the State of Ha
waii Real Estate Commission for a nation
wide study to be conducted by the Hawaii 
Real Estate Research and Educational Cen
ter to evaluate the advantages and disadvan
tages of reforming the Internal Code to qual
ify residential ground lease financing for de
ductions or tax credits. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

CONSTRUCTION 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-154, R92-88, 
$8,593,000 are rescinded. 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

CONSTRUCTION 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading 
in Public Law 102-154, R92-89, $7,700,000 are 
rescinded. 

OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading 
in Public Law 102-154, R92-90, $1,975,000 are 
rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERs-CIVIL 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in title I of Public Law 102-104, R92-
91, $3,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the 
language of title I of Public Law 102-104 di
recting the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, to undertake 

in fiscal year 1992, the Red River Basin Chlo
ride Control, Texas and Oklahoma, $3,000,000 
is repealed. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in title I of Public Law 102-104, R92-
92, $1,350,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the 
language of title I of Public Law 102-104 di
recting the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, with 
$1,500,000 to alleviate bank erosion and relat
ed problems associated with reservoir re
leases along the Missouri River below Fort 
Peck Dam is repealed. 
ENVffiONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

ABATEMENT, CONTROL, AND COMPLIANCE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-93, 
$1,250,000 are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-94, 
$390,000 are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-95, $70,000 
are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-96, 
$1,450,000 are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-97, 
$20,000,000 are rescinded. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

<RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-98, 
$116,000 are rescinded. 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION 

CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-99, 
$3,400,000 are rescinded: Provided, That all of 
the funds made available for the Consortium 
for International Earth Science Information 
Networks (CIESIN) are rescinded. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-100, 
$750,000 are rescinded. 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-MILITARY 

PROCUREMENT 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
the subdivision "SSN-21 attack submarine 
program" in Public Law 101-511, $1,075,700,000 
are rescinded; and of the funds provided 
under this heading in the subdivision "SSN-
21 attack submarine program" in Public Law 
102-172, $1,690,200,000 are rescinded. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, R92-102, $189,400,000 are 
rescinded. 

s. 2404 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following rescis
sions of budget authority are made, namely: 

PUBLIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES, 
PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-140, R92-2, 
$21,425,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, R92-3, 
$92,850,000 are rescinded; of which $4,000,000 
was made available for a grant to the Air
borne and Special Operations Museum Faun-· 
dation; ~.000,000 was made available for the 
National D-Day Museum Foundation; 
$2,000,000 was made available for the procure
ment of intermediate cold-wet weather 
boots; S22,000,0oo was made available for the 
grant to the Silver Valley Unified School 
District, Yermo, California; $10,000,000 was 
made available for the grant to the Cum
berland County School Board, Fayetteville, 
North Carolina; $6,800,000 was made available 
for the refurbishment and modernization at 
existing railyard f~cilities at Fort Riley, 
Kansas; and $250,000 was made available for 
the conduct of a study on the need for and 
feasibility of a joint military and civilian 
airport at Manhattan, Kansas. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102--172, R92-4, 
$104,650,000 are rescinded; of which $1,600,000 
was made available for the Museum of 
Science and Industry; and $78,000,000 was 
made available for shipyard modernization 
projects. The following proviso under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172 is repealed: 
"That funds appropriated or made available 
in this Act shall be obligated and expended 
to restore and maintain the facilities, activi
ties and personnel levels, including specifi
cally the medical facilities, activities and 
personnel levels, at the Memphis Naval Com
plex, Millington, Tennessee, to the fiscal 
year 1984levels:". 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, R92-5, 
$22,000,000 are rescinded. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, R92-6, 
$4,500,000 are rescinded. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE 
AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102--172, · R92-7, 
$20,200,000 are rescinded; of which $15,000,000 
was made available for the continued imple
mentation of the Legacy Resource Manage
ment Program and only for use in imple
menting cooperative agreements to identify, 
document, and maintain biological diversity 
on military installations; $600,000 was made 
available for two Post-Traumatic Stress Dis
order Treatment Centers, one to be located 
in the State of Hawaii, and one to be located 
in Greensburg, Pennsylvania, for the purpose 
of treating military personnel, dependents, 
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and other personnel in post-traumatic stress 
disorders; and $750,000 was the amount made 
available for the conduct and preparation of 
an inventory of all the real property in the 
State of Hawaii that is owned or controlled 
by the United States Department of Defense 
and its components. 

PROCUREMENT 
PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 

COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 10~172, R92-9, 
$110,000,000 are rescinded. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 1~172, R9~10, 
$1,000,000 are rescinded. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 1~172, R9~11. 
$262,000,000 are rescinded. 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in subdivision "Other Missile Pro
grams" in Public Law 10~172, R92-12, 
$13,200,000 are rescinded. 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in subdivision "LCAC landing craft 
air cushion program" in Public Law 10~172, 
R92-13, $238,100,000 are rescinded. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 1~172, R9~14, 
$41,300,000 are rescinded. 

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 1~172, R9~15, 
$40,200,000 are rescinded. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE AGENCIES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 1~172, R9~16, 
$154,800,000 are rescinded. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 10~172, R9~18, 
$102,200,000 are rescinded; of which not less 
than $6,300,000 was made available for the 
Vectored Thrust Combat Agility Demonstra
tor flight test program and not less than 
$10,000,000 was made available as a grant to 
the Louisiana State University for the Neu
roscience Center of Excellence. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 1~172, R9~19, 
$140,600,000 are rescinded, of which $10,000,000 
was made available for the Submarine Laser 
Communications project. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 10~172, R9~20. 

$127,100,000 are rescinded, of which $10,000,000 
was made available as a grant to Marywood 
College, Pennsylvania, for laboratory and 
other efforts associated with research, devel
opment and other programs of major impor
tance to the Department of Defense; 
$10,000,000 was made available for the mod
ernization and upgrade of the Poker Flat 
Rocket Range and $19,500,000 was made avail
able to establish an image information proc
essing center, co-located with the Air Force 
Maul Optical Station and the Maul Optical 
Tracking Facility; and $30,000,000 was made 
available for the National Center for Manu
facturing Sciences. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, R9~21, 
$375,900,000 are rescinded; of which $6,000,000 
was made available for a grant to the Uni
versity of Texas at Austin; $6,000,000 was 
made available for a grant to the North
eastern University; $5,000,000 was made avail
able for a grant to the Texas Regional Insti
tute for Environmental Studies; $7,700,000 
was made available as a grant to the Kansas 
State University; $1,600,000 was made avail
able for a grant to the University of Wiscon
sin; $29,000,000 was made available for a grant 
to the Boston University; $250,000 was made 
available for a grant to the Medical College 
of Ohio; $500,000 was made available for a 
grant to the University of South Carolina; 
$750,000 was made available for a grant to the 
George Mason University; $2,300,000 was 
made available as a grant to the Monmouth 
College; $10,000,000 was made available as a 
grant to the University of Minnesota; 
$500,000 was made available as a grant to the 
University of Saint Thomas in Saint Paul, 
Minnesota; $2,000,000 was made available as a 
grant to the Brandeis University; $3,000,000 
was made available as a grant to the New 
Mexico State University; not less than 
$10,000,000 of the funds was made available 
for the Experimental Program to Stimulate 
Competitive Research (ESPCOR); and 
$12,500,000 was made available for the devel
opment of superconducting multi-chip mod
ules: Provided, That section 8125 of Public 
Law 10~172 is repealed: Provided further, 
That section 253, the amendments made by 
section 825 to 10 U.S.C. 2196 and 2197, and sec
tion 827 of Public Law 10~190 are repealed. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 10~136, R9~22, 
$9,050,000 are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-136, R9~23, 
$17,400,000 are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 10~136, R9~24, 
$6,000,000 are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-136, R92-25, 
$48,000,000 are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY NATIONAL 
GUARD 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 1~136, R92-26, 
$16,565,000 are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR NATIONAL 
GUARD 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 1~136, R92-27, 
$306,000 are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY RESERVE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 1~136, R9~28. 
$2,749,000 are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVAL RESERVE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-136, R92-29, 
$36,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 

HEALTH RESOURCES AND SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 

HEALTH RESOURCES AND SERVICES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-170, R9~. 
$25,000,000 are rescinded. 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 
HOUSING PROGRAMS 

FLEXIBLE SUBSIDY FUND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 10~139, R9~1. 
$25,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-154, R9~2. 
$5,880,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION 

LOCAL RAIL FREIGHT ASSISTANCE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 1~143, R9~. 
$9,880,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION 

SERVICE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 10~142, R9~. 
$100,000 is rescinded. 

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE 
BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

(RESCISSIONS) 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 1~142, R9~. 
$250,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 1~142, R9~. 
$500,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 1~142, R9~. 
$500,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R9~. 
$2,710,000 is rescinded. 



6812 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE March 25, 1992 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-40, 
$375,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-41, 
$3,050,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-42, 
$225,000 is rescinded. 

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under tliis 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-43, 
$225,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-44, 
$750,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-45, $94,000 
is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-46, $39,000 
is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-47, 
$387,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-48, $85,000 
is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-49, $49,000 
is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-50, 
$125,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law· 102-142, R92-51, 
$185,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-52, 
$120,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-53, 
$134,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-54, 
$100,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-55, $46,000 
is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-56, 
$200,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-57, 
$250,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-58, $50,000 
is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-59, 
$187,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92--00, 
$140,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-61, $76,000 
is rescinded. 

EXTENSION SERVICE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-62, 
$647,000 is rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92--63, 
$150,000 is rescinded. 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURE LIBRARY 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-142, R92-64, 
$500,000 is rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ASSISTED 
HOUSING 

(RESCISS ONS) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-65, 
$547,659,100 are rescinded: Provided, That in 
the second proviso, .the amount $573,883,000 
for the development or acquisition cost of 
public housing shall be reduced by 
$547,659,100. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-66, 
$1,500,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,500,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
the Alliance of Residence Theatres of New 
York, New York, for acquisition and renova
tion of theater space. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-67, 
$1,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,000,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
the Atlantic Economic Development Corp. 
for the Sweet Auburn Curb Market project. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-68, 
$2,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $2,000,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
economic development in the downtown 
areas of Davenport, Iowa. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-69, 
$150,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $150,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
a new government center in Warren, Rhode 
Island. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-70, 
$100,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $100,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
improvements to the West Side Community 
Center in Asbury Park, New Jersey. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-71, 
$1,200,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,200,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
infrastructure development of Hawaiian 
home lands. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-72, 
$1,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,000,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
infrastructure improvements for the Town of 
Clinton, Tennessee. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-73, 
$1,300,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,300,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
job retention of agricultural workers at two 

sugarcane mills on Hawaii's Hilo-Hamakua 
coast. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-74, 
$3,900,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $3,900,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
land acquisition, construction, public im
provements, and other purposes in Bay City, 
Michigan. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-75, 
$2,500,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $2,500,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
the North Miami Center for Contemporary 
Art, Florida. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-76, 
$1,500,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,500,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
a municipal center in Bloomfield, New Mex
ico. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-77, 
$500,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $500,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
the North Dakota Business Marketing Alli
ance for a revolving fund for rural, home
based micro businesses. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-78, 
$1,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,000,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
the Oxbow Corporation for construction of 
the Oxbow project in Castlewood and Saint 
Paul, Virginia. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-79, 
$1,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,000,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
a parking garage in Ashland, Kentucky. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-80, 
$505,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $505,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
the North Miami Beach, Florida, Performing 
Arts Cultural Center. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-81, $65,000 
are rescinded: Provided, That in the four
teenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 for 
special purpose ·grants shall be reduced by 
$65,000: Provided further, That none of these 
funds for such grants are available for im
provement of recreational facilities in Bis
cayne Park, Florida. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139 R92-82, $101,000 
are rescinded: Provided, That in the four
teenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 for 
special purposes grants shall be reduced by 
$101,000: Provided further, That none of these 
funds for such grants are available to im
prove recreational facilities in the Borough 
of Myersdale, Pennsylvania. 
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Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 102-139, R9~3. 
$1,500,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,500,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available to 
improve the community recreational facili
ties in three communities, Portage Borough, 
Portage Township, and the City of Greens
burg, Pennsylvania. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R9~4. 
$700,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $700,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available to 
refurbish the Cresson Street tressel in 
Manayunk, Pennsylvania. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R9~5. 
$1,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $1,000,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available to 
rehabil1tate the Pease Auditorium, a historic 
building in Ypsilanti, Michigan. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-$, 
$800,000 are rescinded: Provided, That in the 
fourteenth proviso, the amount $150,000,000 
for special purpose grants shall be reduced 
by $800,000: Provided further, That none of 
these funds for such grants are available for 
the development of a waste supply system 
for the City of Crawford, Nebraska. 

RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R9~7. 
$400,000 are rescinded: Provided, That none of 
these funds are available for the State of Ha
waii Real Estate Commission for a nation
wide study to be conducted by the Hawaii 
Real Estate Research and Educational Cen
ter to evaluate the advantages and disadvan
tages of reforming the Internal Code to qual
ify residential ground lease financing for de
ductions or tax credits. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

CONSTRUCTION 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-154, R92-88, 
$8,593,000 are rescinded. 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

CONSTRUCTION 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading 
in Public Law 102-154, R9~9. $7,700,000 are 
rescinded. 

OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading 
in Public Law 102-154, R92-90, $1,975,000 are 
rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEER&-CIVIL 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in title I of Public Law 102-104, R92-
91, $3,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the 
language of title I of Public Law 102-104 di
recting the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, to undertake 

in fiscal year 1992, the Red River Basin Chlo
ride Control, Texas and Oklahoma, $3,000,000 
Is repealed. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading In title I of Public Law 102-104, R92-
92, $1,350,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the 
language of title I of Public Law 102-104 di
recting the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, with 
$1,500,000 to alleviate bank erosion and relat
ed problems associated with reservoir re
leases along the Missouri River below Fort 
Peck Dam is repealed. 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

ABATEMENT, CONTROL, AND COMPLIANCE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-93, 
$1,250,000 are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-94, 
$390,000 are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-95, $70,000 
are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under ·this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-96, 
$1,450,000 are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-97, 
$20,000,000 are rescinded. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-98, 
$116,000 are rescinded. 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION 

CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-99, 
$3,400,000 are rescinded: Provided, That all of 
the funds made available for the Consortium 
for International Earth Science Information 
Networks (CIESIN) are rescinded. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, R92-100, 
$750,000 are rescinded. 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-MILITARY 

PROCUREMENT 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
the subdivision "SSN-21 attack submarine 
program" in Public Law 101-511, $1,075,700,000 
are rescinded; and of the funds provided 
under this heading in the subdivision "SSN-
21 attack submarine program" in Public Law 
102-172, $1,690,200,000 are rescinded. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, R92-102, $189,400,000 are 
rescinded. 

By Mr. SEYMOUR: 
S. 2407. A bill to amend the Board for 

International Broadcasting Act of 1973 
to establish a program for radio broad
casting to the peoples of Asia; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

RADIO FREE ASIA ACT 

• Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I rise 
this morning to introduce the Radio 

Free Asia Act of 1992 to begin the proc
ess of establishing a comprehensive 
surrogate broadcast system for the 80 
million people who still live under 
Communist rule in Southeast Asia. 

My legislation would authorize the 
U.S. Board for International Broad
casting to divert $10 million in existing 
funds from the Radio Free Europe and 
Liberty programs for the purpose of 
starting this critically needed service. 

I am pleased to note that Congress
woman HELEN BENTLEY of Maryland 
has already introduced a companion 
bill to this effect in the House of Rep
resentatives. 

Almost every hero of the struggle 
against imperial communism, Mr. 
President, has testified to the effec
tiveness of Radio Free Europe in mov
ing the citizens of the Soviet block to 
break the chains of tyranny that had 
gripped their nations for more than 40 
years. 

The crackling airwaves of Budapest, 
Warsaw, and Prague carried informa
tion that demolished the economic lies 
of socialism and exposed its moral sins 
against the people of Eastern Europe. 

In almost every one of these coun
tries, Radio Free Europe flooded the 
airwaves as the only alternative to the 
government-controlled media as a 
source of news about developments be
hind the Iron Curtain. 

The requirement for this type of 
broadcast service in Southeast Asia 
has never been more evident. Vietnam, 
for example, still has a constitution 
guaranteeing the permanent rule of the 
Communist Party. It still has slave 
labor or reeducation camps in each of 
its 40 provinces. It still has a govern
ment that preaches the eternal nature 
of Marxism-Leninism. 

And most tragically, Mr. President, 
it still has a population that tries to 
escape from the country even at the 
risk of death. 

Yet despite the evident need for a 
Radio Free Asia, the United States 
continues to misdirect its inter
national broadcasting resources. 

The voice of America currently 
broadcasts into Vietnam only 17 hours 
a week. But as late as 2 years ago
after the toppling of the Berlin Wall
we maintained cold war levels of broad
casting into Poland at the rate of 137 
hours a week and into Hungary at the 
rate of 126 hours per week. 

It should come as no surprise, there
fore, that the U.S. Advisory Commis
sion on Public Diplomacy has urged 
the State Department to reduce signifi
cantly its radio programs for Eastern 
Europe. 

We can further understand the value 
of Radio Free Asia by distinguishing 
its purpose from the existing mission 
of the Voice of America. The VOA con
centrates on informing the citizens of 
other nations about developments in 
the United States. Yet Radio Free 
Asia, like Radio Free Europe, would de-
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vote itself to providing accurate news 
about events intrinsic to the country 
of the listening audience. 

To their credit, VOA officials have 
publicly acknowledged this broadcast
ing shortfall and have openly lamented 
the lack of an extended airwave service 
for the people of China and Southeast 
Asia. 

If we begin with the humble invest
ment authorized by this bill, Mr. Presi
dent, the long-term dividend paid by 
our cultivation of motivated and demo
cratically active citizens throughout 
the tormented lands of Asia would be 
high. International military tensions 
would go down. Trade and investment 
opportunities for American businesses 
would go up. And we would have the 
moral satisfaction of hastening the 
birth of new societies characterized by 
freedom and prosperity. 

As a result, I urge my colleagues to 
cosponsor and support the passage of 
the Radio Free Asia Act of 1992. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2407 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Radio Free 
Asia Act of 1992". 
SEC. 2. RADIO BROADCASTING TO ASIA. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Board for Inter
national Broadcasting Act of 1973 (22 U.S.C. 
2871, et seq.) is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 

"RADIO BROADCASTING TO ASIA 
"SEc. 15. Funds made available to RFEIRL, 

Incorporated, under this Act may be used for 
radio broadcasting to the peoples of Asia, 
particularly the people of Cambodia, Laos, 
and Vietnam. Such broadcasts shall be des
ignated 'Radio Free Asia'.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 2(5) 
of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2871(5)) is amended by 
inserting "Asia," after "East~rn Europe,". 
SEC. 3. MEMBERSHIP OF BOARD FOR INTER· 

NATIONAL BROADCASTING. 
(a) COMPOSITION OF BOARD.-Section 3(b)(l) 

of the Board for International Broadcasting 
Act of 1973 (22 U.S.C. 2872(b)(l)) is amended

(!) in the first sentence, by striking "ten" 
and inserting "twelve"; 

(2) in the second sentence, by striking 
"nine" and inserting "eleven"; and 

(3) in the third sentence, by striking "five" 
and inserting "six". 

(b) TERM OF OFFICE OF PRESIDENTIALLY AP
POINTED MEMBERS.-Section 3(b)(3) of such 
Act (22 U.S.C. 2872(b)(3)) is amended by add
ing at the end thereof the following new sen
tence: "The term of office of the individuals 
initially appointed as the two additional vot
ing members of the Board who are provided 
for by the amendments made by section 3(a) 
of the Radio Free Asia Act of 1992 shall be 
two or three years (as designated by the 
President at the time of their appoint
ment).". 
SEC. 4. ADDmONAL AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO

PRIATIONS. 
Section 8 of the Board . for International 

Broadcasting Act of 1973 (22 U.S.C. 2877) is 

amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"(d) In addition to such amounts as are au
thorized to be appropriated by subsection (a), 
there are authorized to be appropriated 
$10,000,000 to carry out section 15 of this Act 
for fiscal year 1993.". 
SEC. 5. REPORTS TO CONGRESS. 

(a) REPORT REGARDING GEOGRAPHIC EXPAN
SION OF BROADCASTS.-Not later than 180 
days after the effective date of this Act, the 
Board for International Broadcasting shall 
prepare and submit to the Congress a report 
concerning the desirability of the geographic 
expansion of broadcasts funded through the 
Board, particularly to the peoples of Africa, 
the Middle East, and North Korea. 

(b) REPORT REGARDING BROADCASTING TO 
ASIA.-(1) Not later than 180 days after the 
effective date of this Act, the Board for 
International Broadcasting shall prepare and 
submit to the Congress a comprehensive re
port concerning implementation of section 
15 of the Board for International Broadcast
ing Act of 1973 (relating to radio broadcast
ing to Asia). 

(2) In preparing such report, the Board for 
International Broadcasting-

(A) shall consider the feasibility of con
structing a Radio Free Asia transmitting fa
cility in any State, territory, or possession 
of the United States, or state in free associa
tion with the United States, located in the 
Pacific Ocean; 

(B) shall take into account the environ
mental impact of such potential site; and 

(C) shall include a discussion of the consid
erations under subparagraphs (A) and (B) in 
such report. 
SEC. 6. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act, and the amendments made by 
this Act, shall take effect on October 1, 
1992.• 

By Mr. DECONCINI: 
S. 2408. A bill to limit plea agree

ments and cooperative agreements that 
promise reduced sentences or other 
benefits in exchange for cooperation by 
drug kingpins and others charged with 
extremely serious offenses; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 
LIMITATION OF PLEA AND COOPERATIVE AGREE

MENTS WITH RESPECT TO DRUG KINGPINS AND 
OTHERS 

• Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, due 
to a technical error in the plea bar
gaining legislation that I introduced 
earlier this month, I rise today to in
troduce a new bill incorporating the 
corrections. 

Mr. President, I rise today to intro
duce legislation which hopefully will 
put an end to this administration's 
misguided policy in prosecuting drug 
kingpins. Simply put, this bill pre
cludes Federal prosecutors from giving 
sweetheart deals to drug kingpins for 
information to prosecute an individual 
charged with a lesser offense. 

Recently, in the criminal trial of 
Gen. Manuel Noriega, the Bush admin
istration cut deals with some of the 
most notorious drug kingpins ever ap
prehended or convicted in this country. 
Its fear of losing this trial led the ad
ministration to breach its own prior 
announced policy of prosecuting drug 
traffickers to the fullest extent under 
the law. This reckless and misguided 
policy must stop. 

Specifically, this bill prohibits the 
Government from entering into any 
agreement with criminals charged with 
or convicted of the following crimes 
subject to life sentences: 

Crimes using guns in the act of man
ufacturing, distributing or selling 
drugs; 

Crimes of murder or attempted mur
der of drug enforcement agents or 
other Federal agents; 

Crimes of kidnaping drug enforce
ment agents or other Federal agents; 
and 

Crimes involving a continuing crimi
nal enterprise, an essential statute in 
prosecuting drug kingpins. 

This legislation is very limited in its 
scope but very broad in its message. 
The message to this administration is 
that bargaining with drug kingpins 
will not be tolerated. And in those in
stances where plea agreements are en
tered, the Justice Department will be 
accountable to the American people. 

This legislation will not tie the 
hands of Federal prosecutors in enter
ing plea agreements. In fact, my bill 
would not· prohibit the Justice Depart
ment from entering into an agreement 
with a major drug kingpin for informa
tion against another drug kingpin 
being charged with the same offense. 
The Justice Department should have 
the flexibility to make that policy de
cision. Yet, because of the enormous 
policy ramifications of giving a break 
to a major drug kingpin, this legisla
tion would require the Attorney Gen
eral to personally approve such an 
agreement. My hope is that this is the 
current policy at Justice. However, in 
view of the confusion and delays sur
rounding my requests for information 
regarding the plea agreements entered 
into during the Noriega trial, I believe 
it is imperative that the Attorney Gen
eral be required to account personally 
for such an important policy decision. 

Mr. President, it has been the stated 
policy of this administration to pros
ecute drug traffickers to the fullest ex
tent under the law. Unfortunately, the 
actions of this administration during 
the Noriega trial contravene that prior 
policy. 

As a former prosecutor, I recognize 
the importance of and flexibility that 
plea agreements provide the criminal 
justice system. However, entering a 
plea agreement with the likes of a no
torious drug kingpin such as Carlos 
Lehder has tremendous ramifications 
beyond the benefit it would provide to 
another criminal prosecution. such ac
tions undermine the credibility of our 
Government, justice system, and com
mitment to the war on drugs around 
the world. 

In its own national drug strategy re
leased in January 1992, the administra
tion declared that one of its principal 
objectives in the war on drugs would be 
to continue to urge the Andean Na
tions such as Colombia, to strengthen 
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their laws and increase their prosecu
tion against major drug traffickers. In 
addition, this administration has con
tinued to press Colombia, Peru, and 
Bolivia to extradite its drug kingpins 
for prosecution in the United States. 

How can we expect any cooperation 
from these countries when we are so 
willing to breach our own commit
ment? 

Congress has a right to be notified 
when the administration is entering a 
plea agreement with tremendous policy 
ramifications. Under my legislation, 
before the administration enters a plea 
agreement like those dealt out in the 
Noriega trial, the Attorney General is 
required to personally approve such an 
agreement and must notify Congress 10 
days before the agreement is finalized. 

At a time when Congress is providing 
the administration with the prosecu
torial tools to convict drug traffickers, 
the administration has chosen a more 
lenient path. Indeed, it is a rather dis
turbing that at the same time the ad
ministration is cutting sweetheart 
deals with the likes of Carlos Lehder, 
President Bush is threatening to veto a 
crime bill under which Mr. Lehder 
would receive the death penalty. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the legislation be 
printed at this point in the RECORD as 
well as a copy of the floor statement 
that I gave 2 weeks ago on the adminis
tration's plea agreement policy for 
drug kingpins. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2408 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. LIMITATION ON PLEA AGREEMENTS 

AND COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS 
WITH DRUG KINGPINS AND OTHERS 
CHARGED WITH EXTREMELY SERI· 
OUS OFFENSES. 

Section 3582 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(e) LIMITATION ON PLEA AGREEMENTS AND 
COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS WITH DRUG KING
PINS AND OrHERS CHARGED WITH EXTREMELY 
SERIOUS OFFENSES.-

"(!) IN GENERAL.-In the case of an offender 
who is charged with, could be charged with, 
could have been charged with, or has been 
convicted of an offense described in para
graph (2), the court shall not approve a plea 
agreement, cooperative agreement, or other 
form of agreement between the Government 
and the offender under which-

"(A) the Government agrees to, or agrees 
not to contest, a request for a sentence of 
any particular length or for a reduction in 
sentence; or 

"(B) any other benefit is to be made avail
able to the offender, 
in exchange for the cooperation of the of
fender in providing information or evidence 
that may lead to the conviction of another 
person of an offense other than an offense de
scribed in paragraph (2). 

"(2) OFFENSES.-An offense is described in 
this paragraph if it is punishable by a term 
of life Imprisonment under-

"(A) section 924(c) or (e), 1114, 1117 (in a 
case involving a conspiracy to violate sec
tion 1114), 1201(a)(5), or 1201(c) (in a case in
volving a conspiracy to violate section 
1201(a)(5)) of this title; or 

"(B) section 406 (in a case involving a con
spiracy to violate section 408) or 408 of the 
Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 846 and 
848). 

"(3) APPROVAL OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL; 
NOTICE TO CONGRESS.-The Attorney General 
shall-

"(A) personally review and approve any 
agreement described in paragraph (1) with an 
offender under an offense described in para
graph (2) in exchange for the cooperation of 
the offender in providing information or evi
dence that may lead to the conviction of an
other person of an offense described in para
graph (2); and 

"(B) not later than 10 days before any such 
agreement is entered into, provide to the 
Committee on the Judiciary of the Senate 
and the Committee on the Judiciary of the 
House of Representatives notice of the pro
posed agreement, which notice shall include 
the name of the offender with whom the 
agreement is to be made.". 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, 
today President Bush and Drug Czar 
Martinez are in San Antonio for a 2-
day drug summit with the leaders of 
six Latin American nations. The White 
House claims that this summit will 
highlight the progress in the drug war. 

I came to the Senate floor today to 
denounce in the strongest terms pos
sible a misguided policy of the Bush 
administration, which I am willing to 
bet will not be highlighted by Presi
dent Bush at this summit. 

In its effort to convict Gen. Manuel 
Noriega, the Bush administration 
adopted a policy of handing out a cas
cade of plea agreements to a host of no
torious convicted drug kingpins. 

Convicted drug traffickers and their 
lawyers anxiously awaited-and some
times sought out-an invitation from 
the Justice Department to testify 
against Noriega. As the poster here il
lustrates, and these are but a few ex
amples, what drug kingpin would not 
jump at the opportunity to testify in 
this trial? 

The group the prosecution assembled 
in the Noriega trial reads like a list of 
"who's who of drug kingpins" in the 
Federal prison system. 

Let me tell you about Col. Del Cid. 
The former Noriega bagman faced 70 
years in jail on four counts of drug 
trafficking and racketeering. Noriega 
prosecutors dropped three counts and 
recommended a maximum of 19 years 
on his remaining count. They have also 
promised not to deport him when he is 
released. 

If you think this is bad it only gets 
worse. This is what Daniel Miranda's 
lawyer said when he went in to cut a 
deal with prosecutors for his client's 
testimony against Noriega. 

We made them a list of demands and they 
basically agreed to all of them. 

Miranda flew cocaine shipments for 
Colombian drug lords. The prosecutors 
have also agreed to ask INS to give Mi-

randa legal entry into the United 
States and for the FAA to restore his 
commercial license. This sweetheart 
deal is for a witness who had never 
even met Noriega. 

Ricardo Bilonick had been hunted for 
years by U.S. law enforcement officials 
for a 2,100-pound shipment of cocaine 
seized in 1984. Bilonick should have 
served 60 years in prison. Yet, with pa
role, he will be out in 7 years and 
maybe less. And shockingly, our Gov
ernment has promised to urge other 
countries not to prosecute this drug 
kingpin. 

Nevertheless, the biggest travesty of 
all is the sweetheart deal handed to 
Carlos Lehder by the Bush administra
tion. Lehder, one of the founding mem
bers of the Colombian drug cartel and 
an admirer of Adolf Hi tier, is the most 
notorious cocaine trafficker ever ap
prehended. 

More than any individual, Carlos 
Lehder was responsible for the develop
ment, growth, and supplying of the co
caine market in the United States. At 
one time Lehder was responsible for 80 
percent of the cocaine that entered the 
United States. 

He is a vicious criminal who is re
sponsible for thousands of deaths in Co
lombia. The tens of thousands of 
pounds of cocaine that he smuggled 
into this country has caused unprece
dented violence and murder on the 
streets of America. It has created mil
lions of drug addicts and crack babies. 

In what was considered the most im
portant drug trafficking trial in his
tory, Lehder was convicted in 1988 to a 
sentence of life plus 135 years. 

So how did this narcoterrorist end up 
testifying for the Government? Lehder, 
himself, was lobbying for a spot in the 
Noriega trial less than a month after 
Noriega's arrest. He sent out letters 
and sought interviews after more than 
1 year of silence. 

Did he do it out of his love for the 
United States? I don't think so. His 
disdain for America is reknowned. The 
prosecutor in his trial stated that 
Lehder was motivated by his hatred of 
the United States. He considered co
caine a "revolutionary weapon against 
North America imperialism." At the 
Noriega trial, Lehder, himself, stated 
that he was testifying in the hopes of 
winning a reduced sentence that would 
allow him to return to Colombia. 

I still don't know the extent of the 
Lehder plea agreement. I wrote a letter 
last December to Attorney General 
Barr requesting a detailed explanation 
of it. However, it took 2 months for a 
response that was as -vague as I have 
ever received. 

I do know that in return for testify
ing against Noriega, Lehder was trans
ferred out of our country's highest se
curity prison-the Federal prison in 
Marion, IL. The Justice Department 
claims that he was moved for his own 
personal safety. 
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How can moving him out of the most 

secure prison in the United States im
prove the safety of this convicted drug 
kingpin? 

We also know that the administra
tion went along with Mr. Lehder's 
wishes and brought eight members of 
Lehder's family to the United States to 
live under Federal protection. I wonder 
how much of this cost is being footed 
by the American taxpayer? 

The Justice Department claims that 
Lehder is paying for this himself. My 
question is with what? Lehder can only 
be paying for these services with his 
drug profits. 

Lehder, who was fined a paltry 
$350,000 when he was convicted, has ac
knowledged that he still has $8 million 
in property and assets throughout the 
world. These assets are from drug prof
its that he continues to earn interest 
on which his family can benefit from. 

This is disturbing in light of the fact 
that Lehder owes $98 million to the 
United States in taxes on his drug prof
its. And he has paid none of it. 

At one time the motto of Colombian 
drug lords was "we prefer a grave in 
Columbia to a jail in the United States. 
With the new Bush policy on plea 
agreements, Colombian drug traffick
ers are requesting deals that will land 
them in the United States. 

Colombian drug lord Pablo Escobar, 
who surrendered to the Colombian Gov
ernment in June, is now sitting in his 
private, luxurious prison outside his 
home town. He continues to run his co
caine empire from prison and orders as
sassinations of his enemies. 

In late December Escobar proposed 
his own deal to the U.S. Government. 
Escobar wants to provide evidence 
against Noriega in exchange for hand
ing over all evidence we have against 
Escobar. 

It was once the stated policy of this 
administration to prosecute drug king
pins to the fullest extent possible. 
Clearly, that policy has been replaced 
by a misguided policy that caters to 
the most notorious drug traffickers in 
the world. And this week, while the 
President will be attempting to extract 
demands from Andean nations to fight 
the war on drugs, the U.S. Government 
must defend its get soft policy on drug 
kingpins. 

Mr. President, this policy, plain and 
simple, is wrong. It is indefensible. And 
it is detrimental to our relationships 
with our allies in the war on drugs. 

We are sending the wrong message 
when we bargain with the likes of Car
los Lehder. Last November, we listened 
to President Bush threaten to veto a 
comprehensive crime bill that emerged 
from a House-Senate conference. Yet, 
under that bill there would be no op
portunity to bargain with the likes of 
Carlos Lehder and Pablo Escobar. In
stead, they would receive the death 
penalty. That is the message we should 
be sending our allies. 

Mr. President, I plan to introduce 
legislation that will put an end to this 
plea agreement practice for drug king
pins. In the meantime, I call on the 
President to renounce this misguided 
policy this week at the drug summit.• 

By Mr. D'AMATO (for himself 
and Mr. KASTEN): 

S. 2409. A bill to amend the provi
sions of the Omnibus Trade and Com
petitiveness Act of 1988 with respect to 
the enforcement of machine tool im
port arrangements; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

MACHINE TOOL IMPORT ARRANGEMENTS 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation with my 
colleague, Senator KASTEN. Our legisla
tion expands executive branch author
ity where foreign imports threaten our 
national security. It allows the Sec
retary of Commerce and the Secretary 
of the Treasury to ensure the attain
ment of the objectives of the Presi
dent's decision of December 27, 1991, 
which limited, for national security 
reasons, the import of foreign machine 
tools for the next 2 years. 

I have been a leader, along with Sen
ator KASTEN, Senator GRASSLEY, and 
others, in supporting the extension of a 
voluntary restraint arrangement for 
our domestic machine tool industry. 
Last year, over 190 Members of the 
Senate and the House supported 5-year 
extension in order to continue to pro
tect national security and ensure in
dustrial competitiveness. 

This industry represents a skilled 
work force of 70,000 people nationwide. 
New York-based Strippit, Inc., and 
Hardinge Bros., Inc., represent close to 
1,500 of these jobs. Strippit, Hardinge, 
and the rest of the U.S. machine tool 
producers played a vital role in the 
success of our military operation in 
Desert Storm. U.S. machine tool tech
nology made possible such sophisti
cated U.S. weapon systems as the Pa
triot missile system, stealth fighter, 
and the Bradley fighting vehicle. 

While we were delighted when the 
President agreed to extend the ma
chine tool voluntary restraint arrange
ment we had hoped for more than a 2-
year extension. Due to the short time
frame of the extension, our commit
ment to the American machine tool in
dustry is more important than ever. It 
is a core industry and its health and vi
ability are not only critical to our na
tional security but to retaining and 
creating new jobs nationwide. 

Under the President's December 27, 
1991, order, extension of the voluntary 
restraint arrangements were to have 
been completed by January 31, 1992. It 
is our hope that these negotiations 
conclude shortly and with a positive 
outcome. In the meantime, it is abso
lutely essential that the administra
tion, in the absence of an agreement, 
have the authority to guard against 
unrestrained imports that could jeop-

ardize the national security of our 
Nation. 

I ask my colleagues to join me as a 
cosponsor of this legidation and ward 
off potential intransigence during the 
negotiating process. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the full text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2409 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. MACIDNE TOOL IMPORT ARRANGE· 

MENTS. 
Section 1501(c) of the Omnibus Trade and 

Competitiveness Act of 1988is amended-
(1) by striking "The Secretary of Com

merce is authorized to request the Secretary 
of the Treasury to" in the first sentence of 
paragraph (1) and inserting "The Secretary 
of the Treasury shall, at the request of the 
Secretary of Commerce,"; 

(2) by inserting after the first sentence in 
paragraph (1) the following new sentence: 
"Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, until bilateral agreements are nego
tiated with Japan and Taiwan pursuant to 
the President's December 27, 1991, decision, 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall enforce 
the quantitative limitations and other provi
sions of bilateral arrangements negotiated 
with Japan and Taiwan in effect on Decem
ber 31, 1991, pursuant to the President's ma
chine tool decision of May 20, 1986. "; and 

(3) by inserting ", and December 27, 1991" 
after "May 20, 1986" each place it appears.• 
• Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, the leg
islation that Senator D' AMATO and I 
are introducing today will, in very sim
ple terms, protect jobs, jobs, jobs. 

On December 27, 1991, President Bush 
directed the U.S. Trade Representative 
to negotiate a limited extension of the 
voluntary restraint agreements 
[VRA's] with Japan and Taiwan on ma
chine tools. These VRA's were nego
tiated in 1986 for national security rea
sons, and were scheduled to expire on 
December 31, 1991. 

The President directed that import 
restrictions on machining centers, 
computer controlled lathes, computer 
controlled punching and shearing ma
chine tools and computer controlled 
milling machine tools will be removed 
over a 2-year period, beginning in Jan
uary 1992. 

I am disappointed to inform my col
leagues that the President's directives 
have not been met. It is, therefore, im
perative that the administration have 
legislative authority to guard against 
unrestrained imports that could jeop
ardize the national security of our Na
tion and American jobs. That is why 
the legislation that Senator D'AMATO 
and I are introducing today is so im
portant. 

Machine tools have been described as 
"the semiconductors of the manufac
turing world." They are high-tech ma
chines that are used to manufacture 
everything from medical equipment to 
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missile components. Every weapon 
used in the gulf war was made on a ma
chine tool. 

The single largest machine tool man
ufacturer in America is Giddings & 
Lewis in Fond du Lac, WI. This legisla
tion could save some 3,000 jobs in Wis-
consin alone. · 

Our economic future depends on the 
survival and success of the machine 
tool industry. I hope my colleagues 
will join us in cosponsoring this legis
lation.• 

By Mr. GARN: 
S. 2410. A bill to authorize and re

quest the President to advance Maj. 
Ronald Tiffany on the retired list of 
the U.S. Army Reserve; to the Commit
tee on Armed Services. 

RETIREMENT OF MAJ. RONALD TIFFANY 

• Mr. GARN. Mr. President, today I am 
introducing a bill for the relief of Maj. 
Ronald R. Tiffany, U.S. Army Reserve, 
retired. 

Maj. Ronald R. Tiffany served in the 
Army on active duty for over 20 years. 
In the fall of 1977 the major submitted 
his records to the promotion board for 
consideration to be advanced to the 
rank of lieutenant colonel. He was not 
on the promotion list when it was pub
lished. As a result, since he had pre
viously been informed that unless he 
had a service obligation due to pro
motion he would be released from ac
tive duty in 1978, he initiated vol
untary retirement processing. 

When Major Tiffany checked into the 
reasons he was not selected for pro
motion he discovered that the board 
had never received his file and there
fore had never considered him for pro
motion. It took the intervention of the 
base inspector general to locate the file 
and forward it to the next promotion 
board for review. In late February 1978 
as Major Tiffany was outprocessing he 
was informed he was on the lieutenant 
colonel's promotion list. However, in 
order to ·receive this promotion he 
needed to remain in the Reserve until 
August 1978 without benefits for his 
family. At this point, Ron had already 
made arrangements to move his fam
ily, had found another job which had 
the insurance benefits he needed to 
protect his family and had made com
mitments he did not feel he could 
break. He felt he had no choice but to 
continue with his retirement. 

Major Tiffany has appealed twice to 
the Army Board for Correction of Mili
tary Records to· promote him and cor
rect a mistake made by the Army. 
Each time, while the board acknowl
edges the facts in the case his request 
has been denied. In his second appeal 
Major Tiffany requested the promotion 
without any financial remuneration. 
This, too, was denied. 

The bill I introduce today provides 
no additional benefits for the major. It 
does, however, allow him to use the 
title-lieutenant colonel, retired-

which he earned through years of dedi
cated service with an exemplary 
record.• 

By Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr. 
SMITH, Mr. BROWN, and Mr. 
MACK): 

S. 2411. A bill to approve the Presi
dent's rescission proposals submitted 
to the Congress on March 20, 1992; pur
suant to the order of January 30, 1975, 
as modified on April 11, 1986; referred 
jointly to the Committee on Appropria
tions, and to the Committee on the 
Budget. 

APPROVAL OF THE RESCISSION OF CERTAIN 
BUDGET AUTHORITY 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce legislation today 
that will approve the President's re
scission proposals submitted to the 
Congress on March 20, 1992. It is time 
for the Congress to eliminate wasteful 
spending. 

I would prefer that the President ex
ercise his authority to line item veto 
these items, and let the Supreme Court 
decide the constitutional question that 
divides many legal scholars. At the 
very least, the constitutional challenge 
will focus public attention on the real 
problem in Washington, the big spend
ers in Congress. 

While I would have preferred that the 
President had used his line item veto 
authority, under current law, the only 
other process available to reduce 
wasteful spending is the rescission 
process. That is why I am introducing 
this legislation today. 

Mr. President, today we begin the 
process to rescind the wasteful spend
ing included in the President's 67 spe
cial messages. The process of reducing 
the deficit should have begun years ago 
by the Congress. But, Congress has 
been infatuated with budget summits 
that raise taxes, increase spending, and 
balloon the deficit to new and obscene 
levels. 

This is a first small step for fiscal 
sanity, but a giant step toward focus
ing the debate on deficit reduction
not tax increases. With the deficit pro
jected to surpass $400 billion this year 
and the public debt approaching $4 tril
lion, we must try small steps first. If 
we are unable to take small steps, I 
fear for the future of our children-suf
focating under mountains of debt. 

When will the deficits end? I hope 
soon. Though this legislation clearly 
will not balance the budget, enactment 
will provide the Congress with a prece
dent for cutting spending-a rate event 
in Washington. 

Mr. President, we are at a fiscal 
crossroad in our history. With our pub
lic debt expected to surpass our annual 
output in the next decade, we have the 
opportunity now to take small steps in 
the right direction. If we are unable to 
take small steps, we will not be able to 
take the big steps necessary to close a 
$400 billion annual deficit nor elimi
nate $4 trillion of accumulated debt. 

The legislation I am introducing is a 
modest step in the direction of fiscal 
sanity. We cannot tax and spend our 
way to prosperity. We must begin mak
ing the tough decisions to eliminate 
wasteful spending. 

Mr. President, I encourage all Sen
ators to give serious consideration to 
this legislation. If we cannot cut the 
port, we will never address the real 
issue of runaway spending. I hope all 
Members vote in favor of deficit reduc
tion, and support this legislation when 
it comes before the Senate for a vote. 

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. Do
MENICI, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. MUR
KOWSKI, Mr. SIMON, Mr. COCH
RAN, MrJ STEVENS, Mr. AKAKA, 
Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. CONRAD, 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, and Mr. REID): 

S. 2481. A bill to amend the Indian 
Health Care Improvement Act to au
thorize appropriations for Indian 
health programs, and for other pur
poses; to the Select Committee on In
dian Mfairs. 
INDIAN HEALTH CARE AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1992 

• Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a bill that is per
haps the most important legislation for 
the native people of this Nation, there
authorization of the Indian Health 
Care Improvement Act. 

This bill was crafted with bipartisan 
support in the Senate Select Commit
tee on Indian Affairs, and in conjunc
tion with the House Interior and Insu
lar Affairs Committee and the House 
Subcommittee on Health and Environ
ment of the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

Perhaps more than any other legisla
tive initiative, this bill seeks to define 
in terms of authorizations, the com
mitment this Government makes to 
the health of the native American peo
ple. 

The statistics regarding the status of 
the health of native people are appall
ing. Native people continue to rank at 
the bottom of almost every health indi
cator. Just this week, a report entitled 
"The State of Native American Youth 
Health," drawn from a survey of 14,000 
Indian youth, reported that suicide has 
emerged as a way for native youth to 
deal with the emotional distress and 
hopelessness that persists throughout 
many of their lives. 

The report further found that regular 
use of tobacco and heavy use of sub
stances, particularly, alcohol and mari
juana, is linked to every single risk be
havior found in the survey. In addition, 
the survey found that 20 percent of the 
youth felt their health is only fair to 
poor. Clearly, these dismal conditions 
must change. 

Great strides have been realized 
largely because of the Indian Health 
Care Improvement Act and the Com
prehensive Health Care Program it au-
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thorizes. Yet all acknowledge that 
much remains to be done. 

Diabetes, heart disease, hyper
tension, infant mortality, alcohol, drug 
abuse, high rates of premature deaths 
and suicide continue to increase in pro
portions which far outpace the inci
dence of those problems in the general 
population, while fWlding for Indian 
health care is wrapped up in domestic 
spending cuts that mask the damage 
that is being done, every day, to the 
potentially healthy lives that native 
American people could enjoy. 

As members of a government that 
made solemn commitments to this 
country's native peopl~ommitments 
that envisioned a long and productive 
future for the Nation's first Ameri
cans-we cannot allow this deteriora
tion in the health of Indian people to 
continue. 

They deserve more-we have prom
ised them more. I introduce this bill 
today to assure that our promises will 
be kept. 

The bill I introduce today is similar 
to a bill introduced by Representative 
MILLER, chairman of the House Inte
rior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
which has broad bipartisan support in 
Congress, as well the support of the na
tive community. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in ex
pediting Senate action on this impor
tant legislation. The honor of this Na
tion's word to its native people is at 
stake. But more importantly, the lit
eral survival of native Americans must 
be assured by our action.• 
• Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to support this bipartisan effort 
to improve the health status of native 
Americans-American Indians, Alaska 
Natives, and native Hawaiians. The 
Alaska Natives I represent have ex
pressed concern that some measures of 
health statistics in Alaska are com
parable to those found in Third World 
countries. 

For many of us, it is difficult to com
prehend the magnitude of the problems 
that take their toll on Alaska Na
tives-alcoholism, drug abuse, suicide, 
teen pregnancy, sexually transmitted 
disease, domestic violence, child ne
glect, sexual abuse, injuries, cancer, 
heart disease, and diabetes. The Alaska 
Native Health Board, in recent Appro
priations Committee testimony, has 
advocated a number of health pro
motion/disease prevention strategies 
which they . believe would be effective 
in combatting these problems. 

I look forward to working with Sen
ator INOUYE and the Select Committee 
on Indian Affairs on these issues, and 
will work closely with the senior Sen
ator from Hawaii as we receive com
ments from the Alaska Native Health 
Board, the State of Alaska, and our vil
lages and others during this process.• 

By Mr. BROWN: 
S. 2483. A bill to provide assistance to 

Department of Energy management 

and operating contract employees at 
defense nuclear facilities who are sig
nificantly and adversely affected as a 
result of a significant reduction of 
modification in Department programs 
and to provide assistance to commu- · 
nities significantly affected by those 
reductions or modifications, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY DEFENSE NUCLEAR 
FACILITIES ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANT ACT 

• Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, today I 
rise to introduce a bill which will re
duce the impact of the transition of 
our Nation's nuclear weapons facilities 
on neighboring communities. Such fa
cilities are converting from defense 
production to cleanup activities. 

I, like many of my colleagues, have a 
nuclear weapons facility in my home 
State of Colorado. The Rocky Flats 
plant, located 16 miles northwest of 
Denver, became operational in 1952. At 
the time the facility was built, it was 
located in a deserted area on the 
plains. Today, the nearby suburban 
towns completely surround it. The 
close proximity of the residential com
munities coupled with the deteriora
tion of the facility have led the Depart
ment of Energy [DOE] to slate the 
functions of the plant for relocation 
under the recently released complex re
configuration study. 

While I share the Department's feel
ing that it is inappropriate to continue 
the production of nuclear weapons 
components so close to a major metro
politan area, I remain concerned about 
the impacts of the closure of the plant 
on the workers, the neighboring com
munities and the economy of the State. 

Since I know many of my colleagues 
share similar concerns about their own 
communities, I have introduced a bill 
which I believe will ease the effects of 
the transition process on our work 
force and economies. My bill would re
quire environmental contractors at 
DOE defense nuclear facilities to-

Offer to retrain affected employees; 
Give qualified affected employees 

hiring preference; and 
Provide the hired affected employees 

compensation, benefits, and pensions 
comparable to the management and op
erating contractors. 

In addition, DOE would be required, 
at least 60 days before a significant re
duction or modification in DOE pro
grams takes effect at a DOE defense 
nuclear facility, to develop and make 
public a transition plan that minimizes 
layoffs and aids: First, affected em
ployees; and second, directly and sig
nificantly affected communities. 

By requiring DOE to develop a tran
sition plan before a reduction or modi
fication in the mission of a facility 
takes place, we can minimize or avoid 
large layoffs and ease the economic 
burden on our communities. 

The bill also includes assistance for 
communities affected by plant closures 

or modifications and intimately in
volves local officials in the develop
ment of transition plans. 

In Colorado, the Jefferson County 
Board of Commissioners has formed the 
Rocky Flats impacts initiative which 
has worked to define the impacts of the 
change in mission at Rocky Flats. To 
address problems associated with this 
change, the group will meet to formu
late mitigation measures such as work
er retraining, worker health insurance, 
economic assistance for local busi
nesses, tax relief for local govern
ments, development of technology 
transfer, and future use of the site. 
This group has been working with DOE 
to ensure a smooth transition in mis
sion at Rocky Flats. I am pleased to 
announce today that DOE has agreed 
to provide the impacts initiative with 
$240,000---$140,000 plus $100,000 in in-kind 
services-to begin to formulate a tran
sition plan. 

The Rocky Flats impact initiative is 
an excellent example of how our local 
communities can work successfully 
with DOE to address the severe impact 
the closure of a nuclear weapons facil
ity can have on our communities. It is 
my hope, Mr. President, that the DOE 
Defense Facilities Adjustment Act will 
further mitigate the impact of the re
configuration of our nuclear weapons 
complex on our States.• 

By Mr. BIDEN: 
S.J. Res. 279. Joint resolution des

ignating April 14, 1992, as "Education 
and Sharing Day, U.S.A."; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

EDUCATION AND SHARING DAY, U.S.A. 

• Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a joint resolution 
requesting the President to designate 
April 14, 1992, as "Education and Shar
ing Day, U.S.A." This joint resolution 
is a companion measure to House Joint 
Resolution 410, introduced in the House 
of Representatives by Majority Leader 
GEPHARDT and Representative LEWIS of 
California and supported by over 200 
Members of the House. 

Mr. President, our Nation was built 
on, and is committed to, the principles 
of education and strong ethical values. 
This resolution will mark the impor
tance of education to the whole Nation. 

This joint resolution is supported by 
the Lubavtich movement which ac
tively promotes education programs 
throughout the country. In addition, 
April 14, will be the 90th birthday of 
the renowned leader of the movement, 
Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson. 

Mr. President, education is a corner
stone of our Nation and I hope that my 
colleagues will join me in supporting 
this measure.• 

By Mr. BRADLEY (for himself, 
Mr. ADAMS, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. 
BIDEN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
BUMPERS, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. 
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DASCHLE, Mr. DIXON, Mr. DODD, 
Mr. EXON, Mr. FOWLER, Mr. 
GLENN, Mr. GORE, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mr. KERREY, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. METZENBAUM, 
Ms. MIKuLSKI, Mr. MOYNIHAN, 
Mr. PELL, Mr. REID, Mr. SAN
FORD, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. SIMON, 
Mr. BROWN, Mr. BURNS, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. CRAIG, 
Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. DOMENICI, 
Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. GRASS
LEY, Mr. HATCH, Mr. HATFIELD, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. KASTEN, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. MUR
KOWSKI, Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. 
ROTH, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. STE
VENS, and Mr. WARNER): 

S.J. Res. 280. A joint resolution to 
authorize the President to proclaim 
the last Friday of April 1992 as "Na
tional Arbor Day;" to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

NATIONAL ARBOR DAY 

• Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, many 
times in the past, Congress has legis
lated and the President has proclaimed 
the last Friday in April as National 
Arbor Day. For the past 5 years, the 
Senate has passed legislation com
memorating National Arbor Day, with 
more than 51 Senators cosponsoring 
the legislation. Today, I am introduc
ing legislation which will once again 
recognize this important day. I'm 
pleased to announce that 50 of my col
leagues have joined me today in spon
soring this legislation. 

Mr. President, trees are one of our 
Nation's most important and beautiful 
natural resources. They not only pro
vide the raw materials for some of our 
basic industries, they cleanse our envi
ronment and add natural grace and 
beauty to our lives. The establishment 
of a National Arbor Day acts as a mod
est reminder to all our citizens to ap
preciate and protect this vitally impor
tant natural resource. 

We cannot take our trees and forests 
for granted. Scientists have observed 
declines, serious damage, and death of 
a number of species of trees in large 
areas of Europe and the United States. 
Damage to forests has ranged from de
cline in growth of several species of 
pine in southern New Jersey to wide
spread damage to the ponderosa pine in 
southern California. A number of other 
coniferous species have experienced 
growth decline in an 11-State region 
extending from Maine to Alabama. 
Last Congress, we passed a Clean Air 
Act to help reverse these sad trends·. 

Because we are concerned about our 
forests and trees, we annually des
ignate National Arbor Day to take spe
cial note of the importance of trees in 
our lives. I urge the Senate again to 
pass this important resolution. I ask 
unanimous consent to have the joint 
resolution printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
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S.J. RES. 280 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the President Is 
hereby authorized and requested to Issue a 
proclamation designating the last Friday of 
April 1992 as "National Arbor Day" and call
ing upon the people of the United States to 
observe such a day with appropriate cere
monies and activities.• 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 567 

At the request of Mr. SANFORD, the 
name of the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
GRAHAM] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
567, a bill to amend title II of the So
cial Security Act to provide for a grad
ual period of transition (under a new 
alternative formula with respect to 
such transition) to the changes in ben
efit computation rules enacted in the 
Social Security Amendments of 1977 as 
such changes apply to workers born in 
years after 1916 and before 1927 (andre
lated beneficiaries) and to provide for 
increases in such workers' benefits ac
cordingly, and for other purposes. 

S.866 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. HELMS] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 866, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify 
that certain activities of a charitable 
organization in operating an amateur 
athletic event do not constitute unre
lated trade or business activities. 

s. 1087 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
GARN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1087, a bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in com
memoration of the lOOth anniversary of 
the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 

s. 1245 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. HELMS] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1245, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify 
that customer base, market share, and 
other similar intangible items are am
ortizable. 

s. 1357 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. LOTT], the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. SANFORD], and the Sen
ator from California [Mr. SEYMOUR] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1357, a 
bill to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to permanently extend the 
treatment of certain qualified small 
issue bonds. 

s. 1574 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON] and the Senator from California 
[Mr. CRANSTON] were added as cospon
sors of S. 1574, a bill to ensure proper 
and full implementation by the Depart
ment of Health and Human Services of 

medicaid coverage for certain low-in
come medicare beneficiaries. 

s. 1887 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. EXON] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1887, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to establish the Na
tional Center for Nursing Research as a 
National Institute, and for other pur-
poses. 

s. 1996 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the names of the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. AKAKA] and the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1996, a bill to amend 
ti tie XVIII of the Social Security Act 
to provide for uniform coverage of 
anticancer drugs under the Medicare 
Program, and for other purposes. 

s. 2!00 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
names of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
INOUYE], the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BURNS], and the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. JEFFORDS] were added as co
sponsors of S. 2100, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to en
courage the development of renewable 
energy and the conservation of energy, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 2117 

At the request of Mr. SASSER, the 
name of the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. BURDICK] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 2117, a bill to ensure prop
er service to the public by the Social 
Security Administration by providing 
for proper budgetary treatment of So
cial Security administrative expenses. 

s. 2204 

At the request of Mr. DUREN BERGER, 
the name of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. SIMPSON] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2204, a bill to amend title 23, Unit
ed States Code, to repeal the provisions 
relating to penalties with respect to 
grants to States for safety belt and mo
torcycle helmet traffic safety pro
grams. 

s. 2232 

At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. WOFFORD] was added as a co
sponsor of s. 2232, a bill to make avail
able to consumers certain information 
regarding automobiles. 

s. 2327 

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
names of the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. JOHNSTON], the Senator from Alas
ka [Mr. MURKOWSKI], the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS], and the Sen
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. KASTEN] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2327, a bill to 
suspend certain compliance and ac
countability measures under the Na
tional School Lunch Act. 

s. 2367 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
names of the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. BURDICK] and the Senator 
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from Nebraska [Mr. ExON] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2367, a bill to amend 
the Agricultural Act of 1949 to remove 
the requirement that the Secretary of 
Agriculture charge a loan origination 
for a crop of oilseeds, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 2394 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 2394, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act and 
title III of the Public Health Service 
Act to protect and improve the avail
ability and quality of health care in 
rural areas. 

s. 2399 

At the request of Mr. GORE, his name 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 2399, a 
bill to allow rational choice between 
defense and domestic discretionary 
spending. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 166 

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of Sen
ate Joint Resolution 166, a joint resolu
tion designating the week of October 6 
through 12, 1991, as "National Cus
tomer Service Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 230 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from Colorado · [Mr. 
BROWN] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 230, a joint 
resolution providing for the issuance of 
a stamp to commemorate the Women's 
Army Corps. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 248 

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 
name of . the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
GARN] was added as a cosponsor of Sen
ate Joint Resolution 248, a joint resolu
tion designating August 7, 1992, as 
"Battle of Guadalcanal Remembrance 
Day." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 17 

At the request of ·Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. GORTON] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 17, a 
concurrent resolution expressing the 
sense of Congress with respect to cer
tain regulations of . the Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 91 

At the request of Mr. PRESSLER, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
DOLE], the Senator from ,Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI], and the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. BOND] were added as co
sponsors of Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 91, a concurrent 'resolution ex
pressing the Sense of Congress that the 
Commission on Broadcasting to the 
People's Republic of China should be 
appointed expeditiously, and make its 
recommendations and propose a plan to 
the Administration and Congress no 
later than 365 days after enactment of 
the Foreign Relations Authorization 
Act for fiscal years 1992 and 1993 (P .L. 
102-138). 

SENATE RESOLUTION 270 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
CRAIG] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Resolution 270, a resolution 
concerning the conflict of Nagorno
Karabakh in the territory of Azer
baijan. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION 102--RELATIVE TO A JOINT 
COMMITTEE ON INAUGURAL 
CEREMONIES 
Mr. FORD (for himself and Mr. STE

VENS) submitted the following concur
rent resolution; which was considered 
and agreed to: 

S. CON. RES. 102 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep

resentatives concurring), That a Joint Con
gressional Committee on Inaugural Cere
monies consisting of three Senators and 
three Representatives, to be appointed by 
the President of the Senate and the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, respec
tively, is authorized to make the necessary 
arrangements for the inauguration of the 
President-elect and Vice President-elect of 
the United States on the 20th day of January 
1993. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION 103-AUTHORIZING USE OF 
THE CAPITOL ROTUNDA 
Mr. FORD (for himself and Mr. STE

VENS) submitted the following concur
rent resolution; which was considered 
and agreed to: 

s. CON. RES. 103 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep

resentatives concurring), That the rotunda of 
the United States Capitol is hereby author
ized to be used on January 20, 1993, by the 
Joint Congressional Committee on Inaugural 
Ceremonies in connection with the proceed
ings and ceremonies conducted for the inau
guration of the President-elect and the Vice 
President-elect of the United States. Such 
Committee is authorized to utilize appro
priate equipment and the services of appro
priate personnel of departments and agencies 
of the Federal Government, under arrange
ments between such Committee and the 
heads of such departments and agencies, in 
connection with such proceedings and cere
monies. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITI'EE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources be 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Wednesday, March 25, 
1992, at 10 a.m. for a hearing on OSHA 
Regulatory Policy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TOXIC SUBSTANCES, ENVI

RONMENTAL OVERSIGHT, RESEARCH AND DE
VELOPMENT 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-

committee on Toxic Substances, Envi
ronmental Oversight, Research and De
velopment, Committee on Environ
ment and Public Works, be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen
ate on Wednesday, March 25, beginning 
at 10 a.m., to conduct a hearing to con
sider issues relating to the Toxic Sub
stances Control Act [TSCA]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL SERVICES, POST 
OFFICE, AND CIVIL SERVICE 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Federal Services, Post 
Office, and Civil Service, Committee on 
Governmental Affairs, be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, March 25, 1992, at 9:30 
a.m., on procurement irregularities as
sociated with the Department of De
fense's Airborne-Self-Protection 
Jammer Program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITI'EE ON HOUSING AND URBAN 
. AFFAIRS 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Housing and Urban Af
fairs of the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs be author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, March 25, 1992, 
at 10 a.m., to conduct a roundtable 
hearing on distressed public housing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITI'EE ON MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Manpower and Personnel 
of the Committee on Armed Services 
be authorized to meet on Wednesday, 
March 25, 1992, at 9 a.m., in open ses
sion, to receive testimony on the per
sonnel programs of the military serv
ices associated with the amended de
fense authorization request for fiscal 
year 1993. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- · 
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans
portation/National Ocean Policy 
Study, be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on March 25, 
1992, at 9:30 a.m. on the reauthorization 
of the Marine Sanctuaries Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Indian Affairs be author
ized to meet on March 25, 1992, begin
ning at 9:30a.m., in 485 Russell Senate 
Office Building, to consider for report 
to the Senate S. 1607, the Northern 
Cheyenne reserved water rights; and, 
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recommendations to the Appropria
tions Committee on the funding of In
dian programs for fiscal year 1993. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 

FORESTRY 
Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For
estry be allowed to meet during the 
session of the Senate on Wednesday, 
March 25, 1992, at 9:30 a.m., in SR-332, 
to hold a hearing on oversight of the 
Market Promotion Program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

ELECTION MONITORING IN ROMA-
NIAN PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS 

• Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, it 
has just come to my attention that the 
Government of Romania is proposing a 
draft election law which would prevent 
domestic nongovernmental organiza
tions from monitoring the national 
elections expected to be held in May. 

This is extremely disturbing and sur
prising in light of the cooperation the 
Romanian Government gave to elec
tion observers during the local elec
tions in February. Chairman HOYER 
and I sent a Helsinki Commission staff
er to Romania for these elections who 
reported to us that the Government 
was very cooperative. 

If this draft law passes it will signal 
how seriously out of step Romania is 
with the other emerging democracies 
of the region. From Albania to 
Tartarstan, election observing has be
come a standard practice. Its impor
tance is recognized in the CSCE Copen
hagen document. 

I urge the Romanian Government to 
fully embrace the democratic process 
of free elections and accountability to 
an electorate. To disallow election ob
serving will only invite suspicion about 
the integrity of the Government's in
tentions during the upcoming elec
tions. 

The Congress is currently consider
ing whether or not to grant MFN sta
tus to Romania-a status which was 
withheld because of human rights vio
lations under the old Communist re
gime. It is important that the current 
Government demonstrate its deter
mination to break completely with the 
past and uphold all of its Helsinki com
mitments. 

The International Human Rights 
Law Group has recently written Roma
nian Prime Minister Stolojan express
ing concern about thi.s draft law. I ask 
that their letter be placed in the 
RECORD at this time. 

The letter follows: 

INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS 
LAW GROUP, 

Washington, DC, March 23, 1992. 
His Excellency THEODOR STOLOJAN, 
Prime Minister of Romania, Victory Palace, Bu

charest, Romania. 
YOUR EXCELLENCY: The International 

Human Rights Law Group, a nongovern
mental organization in consultative status 
with the United Nations, is concerned about 
the lack of adequate safeguards in the na
tional election law now being debated in the 
Romanian Parliament. In particular, the 
Law Group respectfully notes that the draft 
law effectively prevents domestic nongovern
mental organizations from monitoring the 
national elections. The Law Group com
mends the Romanian Government for co
operating with domestic observers monitor
ing the local elections in February. The ef
fect of the currently debated law, if passed, 
would represent a serious step backward in 
Romania's commitment to human rights, de
mocracy and the rule of law. 

As you are aware, President Ion lliescu 
signed the Charter of Paris for a New Europe 
in 1990, making clear the link between 
human rights, democracy and the rule of 
law. The Charter of Paris provides: "Democ
racy, with its representative and pluralist 
character, entails accountability to the elec
torate." In addition, Romania has signed the 
Copenhagen Document of the CSCE which 
recognizes, in Article 8, the importance of 
domestic election observers and invites ap
propriate private institutions to observe the 
elections of participating States. 

The Law Group considers the presence of 
domestic observers from Romanian human 
rights groups to have been essential to en
suring the fairness of the local elections. Do
mestic observers were especially useful in 
aiding election officials to better understand 
and interpret the procedural requirements 
for conducting the elections. Further, the 
participation of domestic observers ensured 
public confidence in the fairness of the elec
tions. 

For the foregoing reasons, the Law Group 
respectfully urges your government, consist
ent with international standards, to allow 
observers from domestic, nonpartisan, non
governmental organizations to monitor the 
national elections. We would very much ap
preciate receiving your response to the con
cerns we have raised. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERTA COHEN, 

Acting Executive Director .• 

TRffiUTE TO C.M. SGT. ROY L. 
ADAMS 

• Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Presiaent, I 
rise today to recognize the accomplish
ments of an American patriot and an 
inspirational Kentuckian, C.M. Sgt. 
Roy L. Adams. 

Roy Adams has proudly served over 
40 years in the Kentucky Air National 
Guard. Through efficient communica
tion and high-level performance, his 
exemplary career is marked by his 
dedication to the timely accomplish
ment of mission assignments. Chief 
Adams serves as an outstanding model 
for all military personnel and duly re
ceives the respect and support of his 
peers. 

Mr. President, Roy's impeccable serv
ice is further highlighted by his role as 

the U.S. Kentucky Air National Guard 
senior enlisted advisor to the adjutant 
general of Kentucky during Operations 
Desert Shield and Storm. His enthu
siasm and attention to detail inspired 
the 123d Tactical Airlift Wing to 
achieve over 90 percent ratings for per
sonnel retention and reenlistment, and 
over 100 percent for manning. In addi
tion, the Chief Inspector for the Head
quarters Military Airlift Command 
stated that the 123d was "the best seen 
to date." 

During Operation Desert Storm, 
Chief Adams recognized the physical 
and emotional hardship faced by the 
families of our service men and women. 
In response to this great need, he as
sisted in the establishment of a family 
support program which allowed de
ployed members of the Kentucky Air 
National Guard to correspond with 
their loved ones here at home. 

Communication and positive self
image are the primary tenets of Chief 
Adams' personnel management philos
ophy. Through his direct efforts, sub
stantial improvements have been made 
in many service award programs, the 
physical fitness and weight manage
ment program, the military commu
nication systems administered by the 
Kentucky Air National Guard, NCO and 
the airman advisory panel, and the 
outstanding Kentucky Guardsman of 
the Year program. 

C.M. Sgt. Roy L. Adams has given his 
country the fullest benefit of his tal
ents and innovative mind. His firm be
lief in high-quality service and com
prehensive perspective represents the 
can-do spirit that define the American 
traditions of patriotism and national 
pride. 

I am certain my colleagues join me 
in extending a hearty thanks to Roy 
Adams for his service to America.• 

U.S.S. "PITTSBURGH" 
• Mr. MACK. Mr. President, this year 
marks the 50th anniversary of the in
volvement of the United States in 
World War II. The history of this war is 
replete with untold acts of individual 
heroism as well as the equally heroic 
acts of whole units and ships. Indeed, 
both DOD and Navy established unit 
and ship citations during World War II. 
In 1955, it was determined that such 
recommendations be submitted within 
3 years and the award made within 5 
years. I am told that there have been 
no exceptions to this policy since its 
establishment. Notwithstanding this 
long accepted rule, there are certain 
feats which deserve to be officially rec
ognized. Accordingly, I am pleased to 
submit for the RECORD the unprece
dented action of the U.S.S. Pittsburgh 
as told by Hon. H. Lawrence Garrett 
Ill, Secretary of the Navy: 

Pittsburgh was called into action in Feb
ruary 1945 and ·quickly set sail to help the 
United States Fleet fight the battle in the 
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Pacific. This proud ship was first tasked to 
support operations for the occupation of Iwo 
Jima. Then, in an unselfish and outstanding 
feat of seamanship, Pittsburgh dashed to the 
rescue of the wounded carrier Franklin, took 
her under tow, and successfully fought off 
the enemy air attacks determined to finish 
the carrier. When her bow was torn off by a 
raging typhoon, the masterful seamanship of 
the Pittsburgh then saved this ship. Still 
fighting the storm and maneuvering to avoid 
being rammed by her own drifting bow struc
ture, "The Mighty Bull of the Pacific" was 
held quarters-on to the seas by engine ma
nipulations while the forward bulkhead was 
shored. Backing into friendly port on her 
own power, Pittsburgh was repaired to later 
see action in the Korean Conflict. 

The crew of the Pittsburgh brought 
great distinction upon themselves and 
their ship. They served their country 
proudly, and dared to challenge the un
known in their unprecedented feat of 
towing another capital ship. Though 
the time limit for recognizing this act 
with a citation has long since passed, 
this in no way diminishes the mag
nitude of their action. And so, with the 
acknowledgement of the Navy, I recog
nize Pittsburgh's achievement and com
mend her crew for their heroic action 
while under fire.• 

TRffiUTE TO LEXMARK, INC. 
• Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to recognize an outstanding 
company which is the largest private 
employer in Lexington, KY. Inter
national Business Machines became 
Lexmark International, Inc., last year, 
and since then, the company has only 
gotten better. 

The Lexington factory has been pro
ducing mM typewriters for more than 
35 years. The typewriters are still 
being made at Lexmark, but several 
things did change with the name. The 
company now boasts new and revamped 
products, aggressive marketing strate
gies, expanded distribution, improved 
financial performance, better customer 
service, and a collection of industry 
awards. Lexmark recently celebrated 
its first anniversary and a very suc
cessful first year. 

Lexmark officials are now looking to 
meet the challenges facing what is es
sentially a new company. A top prior
ity for Lexmark will be making the 
company as identifiable as its prede
cessor, IBM. Company executives hope 
to not only do that, but to also main
tain an even better reputation at 
Lexmark for the quality of products. 
With those priori ties in mind, Lexmark 
has built a worldwide marketing oper
ation and has launched an advertising 
campaign to get the company name 
out. Lexmark has also expanded the 
number of dealers and wholesalers, in
creasing product availability. 

Lexmark also enjoyed a profitable 
first year. Although CEO Marvin Mann 
won't discuss specifics, he alludes to a 
lucrative 1991. Mr. Mann says the com
pany exceeded profit plans, came in 

under expense plans, paid less interest 
than expected and ended up in less debt 
than planned. The future also looks 
very bright. Lexmark's plans include a 
continued emphasis on developing new 
products and creating marketing plans 
to support them. Those efforts will add 
120 new employees to the Lexington 
plant, which already provides jobs for 
some 3,000 Kentuckians. 

Mr. President, I am very pleased to 
have a company as successful and inno
vative as Lexmark International, Inc. 
located in my home State of Kentucky. 
Please enter the following article from 
the Lexington Herald-Leader into the 
RECORD. 

For now, however, the generation is dedi
cated to Hewlett-Packard, which has a ma
jority market share in most categories. 

"If there's anybody in the market that can 
turn this thing around-HP's dominance
it's Lexmark," said Auster, citing the com
pany's technical prowess and emphasis on 
marketing. 

Even Japanese companies cannot compete, 
Auster said, because they cannot get their 
products to the American marketplace as 
fast or as inexpensively as U.S. companies 
that own their factories, such as Lexmark. 

Auster said Lexmark has even more flexi
bility than its predecessor to "move on the 
dime and change" because in a smaller com
pany there is less bureaucracy between the 
time an idea is born and the time it is put 
into effect. 

The article follows: PRINTER PRODUCTION 
When the IBM sign was out front, the focus 

[From the Lexington (KY) Herald-Leader, was on larger-ticket items such as main-
Mar. 22, 1992] frame computers. Since breaking from IBM, 

LEXMARK'S GoAL: RECOGNITION Lexmark has gotten what some industry an-
(By Liz Caras Petros) alysts say it needed most: attention. 

Much is the same since the factory at 740 Much of that attention has resulted in new 
New Circle Road started pumping out IBM pr_g~~j~· the last year, Lexmark has ex
typewriters more than 35 years ago. 

The typewriters are still being made. And panded its family of straight paper path IBM 
the company remains Lexington's largest printers and introduced new dot matrix 
private employer. · printers, four new models of the IBM 

But more than the name changed when the LaserPrinter 4029 Series and the new IBM 
PTS-386SX integrated typing work station. 

International Business Machines division be- "Under Lexmark, printers have been pro-
came Lexmark International Inc. last year. rooted from singers in the IBM chorus to 

There are new and revamped products, in-
dustry awards, aggressive marketing strate- stars of their own musical," PCToday said in 

a February article. 
gies, expanded distribution; improved finan- Other industry publications have had simi-
cial performance and better customer serv- lar reactions. 
ice. Company officials say those achieve- This year, PC Magazine gave its 1991 tech
menta make Lexmark's first anniversary nical excellence award to the IBM 
Friday truly a cause for celebration. LaserPrinter, and editor's choice awards to 

"We have done a lot of things right," three of its printers and the IBM Enhanced 
Marvin L. Mann, chairman and chief execu- 101 Key Keyboard. 
tive officer, said in a telephone interview PC User, a London-based magazine, named 
from the company's headquarters in Green- Lexmark one of 10 companies to watch in 
wich, Conn. 1992. 

When it comes to some of those things, Experts say that in most categories of 
Mann acknowledges that performance has printers, Lexmark's offerings are equal to or 
been "better than we would have antici- better than Hewlett-Packard's. 
pated." "Basically HP doesn't do anything a whole 

For others, however, such as making in- lot better," said Blll Howard, executive edi
roads against laser printer giant Hewlett~ tor of PC Magazine. "They just got there 
Packard Co., Lexmark will have to wait. first and got lucky." 

A LEXMARK GENERATION CATEGORICAL SUCCESS 
Mann said the biggest challenge Lexmark Aside from its technical achievements, 

has faced in the last year continues: making Lexmark has had other successes during the 
Lexmark as identifiable as its predecessor, last year. 
with an even better reputation for the prod- Mann declined to release specific financial 
ucts it makes. information, but painted a rosy balance 

Gaining that reputation among users is sheet for 1991. 
"by far their hardest task," said Rob Auster, "We exceeded our profit plans, came in 
group director of electronic printing with well under our expense plans, paid less inter
BIS Strategic Decisions Inc., a research and est than planned and had less debt than we 
consulting firm in Norwell, Mass. planned," he said. "We did well in every cat-

What Lexmark needs, Auster said, is a egory." 
marketing strategy like the one that cata- In its second year and beyond, Lexmark 
pulted Pepsi-Cola into a name brand along- plans to continue its emphasis on developing 
side coca-Cola, which dominated the indus- new products and creating marketing plans 
try for years. to support them, said Mann. 

"They've got to create a Lexmark genera- Those efforts will mean 120 new employees 
tion somehow," Auster said. in Lexington this year, about as many as 

were hired in 1991, he said. 
Toward that end, Lexmark has "built al- Bill Gott, program director in printer in-

most from the ground up a worldwide mar- dustry research at InfoCorp, said he expects 
keting operation," Mann said. Lexmark to introduce new printers for the 

The company has launched an advertising midrange market, more products that can be 
campaign designed to get the name out. 

And it has expanded the number of dealers used with Apple Macintosh products, and 
and wholesalers, making its products avail- color printers.• 
able through a network of authorized resell- ------
ers, its own sales force and through IBM's di
rect sales force. 

The tactic is working, albeit slowly. "The 
momentum of our product volumes is build
ing month by month," Mann said. 

SUPPORT NAMIBIA ON ITS SECOND 
ANNIVERSARY OF INDEPENDENCE 

• Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer my support and encour-
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agement to the Government of Na
mibia and its people on the second an
niversary of their independence from 
South Africa. This is a significant 
milestone, not only for Namibians and 
their neighbors, but for all African peo
ple and leaders now debating the future 
in the new world order. Namibia rep
resents a model of hope across the con
tinent to those who want democratic 
systems with human rights, but who 
also face serious economic and politi
cal obstacles. 

The settlement that allowed Namibia 
to achieve independence on March 21, 
1990 was a very significant one for Afri
ca. During a visit last year to seven Af
rican nations including Namibia, I saw 
excerpts of the Namibian Constitution 
hung on the walls of human rights or
ganizations in Kenya and Nigeria. Na
mibia is being closely watched as 
democratic movements are transform
ing countries across the continent. 

Namibia's transition, from apartheid 
and 23 years of guerrilla war to an 
independent and relatively stable de
mocracy has been difficult, yet sub
stantial progress has been made. Gross 
domestic product for 1991 almost dou
bled the 1990 output. And with each 
passing month, democratic institutions 
are becoming more entrenched and ac
cepted. Presently, a multiethnic, 
multiparty government openly debates 
national policies. Human rights organi
zations, such as the Civil Liberties Or
ganization, function openly-monitor
ing actions of the Government, protest
ing, providing human rights training to 
security forces and teaching Namibians 
about their constitutional rights. 

With Namibia's notable successes, 
however, have come increasingly seri
ous problems which threaten to under
mine the foundations of democracy. 
Endemic poverty, inflation and falling 
mining exports have brought refugees 
and crime to the capital, Windhoek. 
And while the Government may be 
democratic, the Namibian bureaucracy 
is still often less than efficient. In the 
wake of the changes in the former So
viet Union and Eastern Europe, West
ern and other potential donor nations 
are paying even less attention to Afri
ca, and foreign investment in Namibia 
has been minimal. 

Mr. President, given Namibia's im
portance as a model of democratic de
velopment and its delicate first steps 
down the path of democracy, I urge 
this Congress not to forget the Na
mibian people. And as our Government 
sets its new foreign policy agenda, we 
must not fail to support Africans 
struggling to establish democratic sys
tems. Such struggles are underway in 
more than a dozen nations including 
South Africa, Zaire, Kenya and Mali. 
The peoples of Africa have much to 
contribute to the brightening global 
horizons of the 21st century. We must 
offer our friendship and support to help 
ensure their integration into the com
munity of democratic nations.• 

TRIBUTE TO MOREHEAD 
• Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to recognize the town of 
Morehead situated in the foothills of 
the Appalachian Mountains. 

Morehead is a growing and thriving 
community. The townspeople describe 
it as being the most progress! ve town 
in eastern Kentucky. Interstate 64 runs 
through northern Morehead, in Rowan 
County, where all types of businesses 
cater to I-64 travelers. A primary em
ployer in Morehead is Morehead State 
University, employing over 1,000 peo
ple. Morehead is also the largest pro
ducer and exporter of veneer wood in 
the State, and the fourth largest in the 
Nation. 

Cave Run Lake is the primary tourist 
attraction in Morehead, and the fifth 
largest lake in the State. An economic 
development team is in the process of 
revitalizing the area surrounding Cave 
Run Lake to include a large lodge and 
an 18-hole golf course. 

Morehead was named after former 
Kentucky Governor James T. More
head. Rowan County, formed in 1856 
from parts of Fleming and Morgan 
County, was named for John Rowan, a 
former U.S. Senator. 

Morehead has a robust economy that 
will continue to prosper for many 
years. The citizens are determined to 
bring new industry to their region. 
They are proud of their community and 
enthusiastic to see it grow. 

Mr. President, I would like to submit 
the following article from the Louis
ville Courier-Journal into the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the Louisville Courier-Journal Feb. 3, 

1992] 
MOREHEAD: A TOWN SHAPED BY HILLS, 

HISTORY, AND A SCHOOL 
(By Jay Blanton) 

When Claire Louise Caudill graduated from 
medical school in 1946, she could have begun 
her career in many places with better medi
cal facilities than her native Morehead. 

But Caudill belonged at home. "Just look 
at the hills," she said recently. 

Morehead is surrounded by the beauty of 
the Appalachian foothills. On a snowy day, 
the mountainous ridges appear to be nothing 
more than a distant, luminous dream. 

They are more than dreams in the life of 
Morehead, however. In nearly every respect, 
they are the reality of what Morehead is, and 
what this bustling Rowan County seat hopes 
to be. 

The hills dictate the ebb and flow of life in 
Morehead. The rough terrain determines 
what businesses locate here, and more often 
than not, what businesses choose not to 
come. 

But people like Caudill, now 79 and still 
practicing medicine, have chosen to stay 
here, and in the process have made Morehead 
special. Many people point to two institu
tions-the St. Claire Medical Center and 
Morehead State University-as pivotal to 
the emergence of Morehead as a regional hub 
for education, health and retail business. 
And Caudill, in a way, personifies the rela
tionship between the two institutions. 

It was Caudill's efforts in the early 1960s 
that resulted in the building of the medical 

center named for her. St. Claire is now are
gional medical center, with about 800 em
ployees and a number of medical specialists 
who offer the region's residents medical at
tention close to home, so they don't have to 
drive to Huntington, Ashland or Lexington. 

And it was a fierce Rowan County feud be
tween distant relatives of Caudill's, the 
Tolliver family, and another family, the 
Martins, that in no small way resulted in the 
founding of the teachers' college that has be
come Morehead State University. The feud
dubbed the "Rowan County War"-received 
national attention and prompted many resi
dents to leave the area. 

Today, Morehead residents are proud of 
their town and eager to talk about the 
changes that have occurred here. 

"We are probably the most progressive 
town in Eastern Kentucky in the way of 
growth and what we have going for us," said 
Morehead Mayor Larry Breeze. 

It was that progress that prompted Cornell 
University professor James McConkey to 
write a book about Morehead and Rowan 
County. "Rowan's Progress," published by 
Pantheon Books, traces the community's 
evolution from violence to vibrance. 

"I came back after many years," said 
McConkey, who taught English at Morehead 
State in the 1950s. "I was just really as
tounded by what had happened there." 

Much of the change was prompted by con
struction in the 1960s of Interstate 64, which 
crosses the county just north of Morehead. 
The interstate has made the city's outskirts 
a natural place for fast-food restaurants and 
shopping centers. 

But Main Street suffers chronic conges
tion, too. Cars never go more than few miles 
an hour, and they are bumper-to-bumper 
during rush hour. Stopping somewhere to 
shop can be an exercise in creativity. 

"Right now if you were driving through 
Morehead and wanted to stop at one of the 
local businesses, you're afraid to get out of 
traffic, afraid you can't get back in," said 
car dealer Larry Fannin, president of the 
Morehead-Rowan County Chamber of Com
merce. 

Much of that congestion should be eased by 
the building of a three-lane, 1.6-mile bypass. 

Part of the traffic, however, is undoubtedly 
due to the university-the town's "No. 1 in
dustry," said C. Roger Lewis, who owns one 
of the community's largest real-estate agen
cies. 

"It's the main blood. . . . That's the reason 
that this town's not up and down as much as 
some of the other places around," he said. 

Morehead State has developed into a vi
brant educational institution, known for 
much more than as the place where New 
York Giants quarterback Phil Simms played 
football. Enrollment dropped during much of 
the 1980s, when the school was immersed in a 
controversy that prompted two presidents to 
depart. But in the last six years under Presi
dent C. Nelson Grote, enrollment grew to 
nearly 9,000 students. 

The school, employs nearly 1,000 faculty 
and staff, making it the county's largest em
ployer. The students also have an economic 
impact, and in turn draw other people-par
ents and friends-to town. 

"They come here and go shopping," Grote 
said. They go out to Wal-Mart and they go to 
the Holiday Inn or to Shoney's or to Pon
derosa ... and have a meal and they like 
that. They're treated well and they come 
back." 

The establishment of the St. Claire Medi
cal Center in 1963 gave Morehead another 
vital institution lacked by other commu
nities in the region. 
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After returning to Morehead in the late 

1940s. Caudill built a clinic to serve the area, 
but it was obvious that more was needed. 
Caudill convinced community leaders and 
the Sisters of Notre Dame to build a hos
pital. Today St. Claire is sprawing medical 
clinic with 159 beds, and there are plans for 
a $20 m1llion expansion. 

Morehead is somewhat protected from re
cessions by the stable employment offered 
by the university and medical center, other 
state offices and the lack of large industry, 
community leaders say. Yet many say that 
other businesses need to be encouraged, in 
particular, wood products. 

Morehead is the biggest producer and ex
porter of veneer wood in the state, and the 
fourth largest in the nation, said Tom Cal
vert, executive director of the Morehead
Rowan County Economic Development Coun
cil. 

"If nothing else, you've got to look at that 
and say 'Wow, that's big time,'" Calvert 
said. But more must be done to encourage 
the local production of finished wood prod
ucts such as furniture, he said. 

Late last year, area leaders formed the 
council to try to attract more industry. 
Morehead leaders also hope the region can 
capitalize on nearby Cave Run Lake, the 
state's fifth largest, to promote tourism. 
Tentative plans exist for a large lodge and 
golf course. 

Calvert noted that Cincinnati "has the 
fifth highest boater registration in the na
tion, and they don't have a lake to put it 
on." People from Ohio, he said, are down at 
the lake every weekend. The key is to make 
the lake a vacation spot, rather than just a 
place to spend the weekend. 

For most people in Morehead, the city is 
the only place they would ever want to be. 
You can drive through town and note the 
number of businesses that have been handed 
down from father to son, some for more than 
two generations. 

Alpha Hutchinson, chairman and chief op
erating officer of Morehead's Citizens Bank, 
has traveled extensively throughout the na
tion and Europe, but he says he wouldn't live 
anywhere else. 

"I like to travel abroad-Europe, Africa, 
Hawaii, England, Scotland, Wales, Ireland, 
all over Europe," Hutchinson said. But when 
"I get back to the hills, I'm anxious to get 
my cornbread, my soup beans .... I get back 
down to normal." 

In all likelihood, it is the dream-like but 
unyielding hills that have fostered the resil
iency and devotion in Morehead's residents. 
It has made them endure, and in many in
stances, prosper. 

It was a dream that brought McConkey, 
the Cornell professor, back to Morehead. A 
few years ago, he said, he dreamed about the 
time his young son cut his lip badly while 
playing with the family puppy. Caudill pre
pared to stitch the cut, but she was ex
hausted after returning from the hills, where 
she had been caring for patients and going 
days without sleep. 

Caudill asked McConkey's wife to hold her 
hand so it wouldn't shake. 

Recalling that episode, McConkey said, 
made him realize after the dream how much 
Caud111 had given of herself to the people and 
the region. 

"It just struck me (that) we spend so much 
of our time bewailing the limitations of what 
people can do and wondering if there is such 
a thing as good in the world," he said. 

Around Morehead, Caudill is known as the 
"baby doctor," or simply "Dr. Louise." She 
is something of a household name, having de-

livered an estimated 8,000 babies in her more 
than 40 years in the area. 

Although Caudill's modesty during an 
interview does little to drive home the point, 
few residents have played such an integral 
role in the community's development. 

Early in his book, McConkey recounts a 
conversation with Caudill as he departed 
Morehead for Cornell, the Ivy League school 
in Ithaca, NY. 

Caudill said: "I always figured you'd 
leave." 

"Why did you think that?" McConkey 
asked. 

"Because you're too good for this place," 
she said, with a sweep of her arm large 
enough to include everything-the surround
ing hills as well as the town itself. 

Years later, McConkey said, "If I truly 
were good, Louise, I'd stay here, as you do, "• 

THE 171ST ANNIVERSARY OF 
GREEK INDEPENDENCE 

• Mr. DODD. Mr. President, 171 years 
ago today, on March 25, 1821, the Greek 
people took up arms against four cen
turies of . Ottoman rul~. setting off the 
Greek War of Independence. They did 
so in order to achieve- freedom from 
foreign domination. It is that brave 
and valiant struggle for human dignity 
and self-determination that we recog
nize each year on this date. 

Greek Independence Day has special 
significance for all freedom loving 
Americans. It was the Ancient Greeks 
who formulated the concept of democ
racy that our Founding Fathers came 
to draw on so heavily when crafting 
our American system of government. A 
major reason we celebrate today is to 
reaffirm that common democratic her
itage. 

The concept of democracy is but one 
of the many contributions that Greeks 
have made to the development of West
ern civilization. Through this impor
tant anniversary, we not only have the 
opportunity to commemorate the his
toric friendship between the American 
and Greek peoples, but to salute our 
own Greek-American community for 
their contributions to our great Na
tion. Greek immigrants in coming to 
America have further solidified that 
friendship between our countries and 
have added immeasurably to our Na
tion's rich diversity. 

The remarkable unfolding of events 
of the last 3 years, during which we 
have witnessed the toppling of dicta
torships and the transformation of the 
countries of Eastern Europe and the 
Soviet Union, once again illustrate the 
enduring power of the democratic 
ideals that first bore fruit in ancient 
Greece. 

So Mr. President, on this day it is 
particularly fitting that all Americans 
look back and remember the tremen
dous contributions to freedom and 
human dignity that the people of 
Greece and those of Greek ancestry 
have made to our Nation and to the 
world.• 

TRIBUTE TO JOHNNY WEBB 
• Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
would like to take a moment to con
gratulate Johnny Webb, the newly 
elected mayor of Bowling Green, KY. 
Mr. Webb, a salesman, says that he 
would love the opportunity to sell 
Bowling Green. In my opinion, Mr. 
Webb is the best man for the job; he is 
dedicated and highly motivated. 

There are other higher paying jobs 
that he would easily be qualified for, 
but Mr. Webb is dedicated to his town. 
He has chosen one of the most demand
ing jobs with a paycheck that is far 
less than what is deserved. It is not the 
money, nor the political stature that 
Johnny Webb is seeking; he just wants 
the best for his town. 

Mr. Webb does not have a highly in
dustrial vision of Bowling Green. In
stead, he sees a town without power 
lines and roadside signs. He sees a town 
with rehabilitated buildings and strict 
zoning ordinances. He envisions a town 
which combines the best knowledge of 
the future along with the beauty of the 
past. 

He knows that his task will not be ef
fortless. Throughout his term as 
mayor, Johnny Webb will be seeking to 
bring some midsized, if not Fortune 
500, companies to Bowling Green. He 
realizes this venture will not be simple, 
as businesses will not come to Bowling 
Green on their own. Yet, he is deter
mined to be the driving force behind 
the forward movement of the city. 

Mr. Webb says he would not be op
posed to the city spending money, to 
make community improvements but 
prefers to see individual property own
ers take the lead. I have no doubt that 
Mr. Webb will be the primary source of 
leadership and motivation for this 
project, and Bowling Green is fortunate 
to have a man of such quality. 

Although Mr. Webb will have to 
spend the first few months of his term 
learning the financial condition of the 
city, it will not be long before he be
gins to implement his plan for Bowling 
Green. Not only will he be a guiding 
force behind city improvements, he 
will also play a strong role in the fund
raising. 

Johnny Webb is a professional, ex
actly what Bowling Green needs to 
move with the pace of a growing city 
on a day to day basis. Mr. President, 
Johnny Webb is an asset to Bowling 
Green and to all of Kentucky. I con
gratulate him on his election and wish 
him the best for a successful future. 

Mr. President, please enter the fol
lowing article from the Bowling Green 
Daily News into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

The article follows: 
MAYOR-ELECT WEBB SAYS HE'S READY AND 

WILLING TO BRING VISION TO FRUITION 

(By Robyn L. Minor) 
One of the top priorities of Bowling 

Green's mayor-elect will be to recruit busi
ness and industry for the city. 
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"I'm a salesman and I'd love the oppor

tunity to sell Bowling Green," said Johnny 
Webb, who won a landslide victory in Tues
day's election. "There are very few jobs 
you'd say are bad jobs, but If you had a 
choice you would probably pick the ones 
with more higher paying jobs-possibly head
quarter type. 

"It's not beyond the realm of possibility 
that we can convince headquarters to come 
here-maybe not the Fortune 500 companies, 
but some mid-size," Webb said. "I'm a mem
ber of a (Bowling Green-Warren County) 
Chamber of Commerce committee that's 
working on this right now." 

But no business will come here without 
hard work by the city's leaders, he said. 

Promoting Bowling Green could mean trips 
overseas and making use of the city's new re
lationship with its sister city, Kawanishi, 
Japan. 

"I met with the mayor when he was here," 
Webb said. "He asked me to write him if I 
was elected and invited me over there. It 
would be a fun trip personally and could be 
good for Bowling Green." 

Bowling Green will need to clean up its act 
before some of these headquarters would be 
willing to take the venture, Webb said. 

"That means rehab111tating buildings and 
putting utilities underground," he said. "I 
realize I'm saying a mouthful when I talk 
about ut111ties because we are talking about 
a lot of money. 

"It's possible if we plan for it, though," he 
said. 

"I have a vision for Bowling Green. I see it 
being a little different than it is now," Webb 
said. "It's hard for me to paint a picture of 
it. But I don't see any power lines or tacky 
signs along the road. I see a lot of green 
space and plants and flowers. 

"There has got to be more strict zoning or
dinances regarding what kind of buildings 
can be constructed," Webb said. 

The highway entrances to Bowling Green 
also need to look better, he said. 

Webb said he wouldn't be opposed to the 
city spending money on the effort, but he'd 
prefer that individual property owners take 
the lead. 

"I'd like to be involved in the Beautifi
cation Commission," Webb said. "The cham
ber wants to do something similar, and we 
need to coordinate these efforts." 

The Landmark Association, which is facing 
severe financial problems, has contributed 
greatly to improving the look of downtown, 
Webb said. 

"It's a worthy organization, and I'd like to 
see it continue," Webb said. "But I just don't 
know if the money is there. It may have to 
operate on a small scale. It could possibly be 
manned with all volunteers. 

"There are a lot of agencies that are going 
to have to do a better job of raising funds on 
their own," he said. 

The first few months of Webb's four-year 
term will be spent learning more about the 
city's financial condition and working, 
throughout his term, to give voters reason to 
believe they made the right decision. 

If more revenues are needed to continue 
services, Webb said raising taxes will be a 
last option. 

Major capital improv~ments such as build
ing a police station are nearly out of the 
question. 

"I don't know where the money would 
come from to start that type of project," 
Webb said. "We usually think about getting 
help from Washington, but I think we are 
running out of that help." 

A new police station is on the agenda, but 
not nearly as high up as maintaining a quali
fied group of officers. 

A report has suggested 22 more officers are 
needed for the police department to function 
properly. 

"I'd like to have the case made to me," 
Webb said. "Protective services do have to 
have priority over some other departments." 

Webb has already set up meetings with 
current leaders to learn more about the job 
he will take over Jan. 1. 

"I've set up meetings with (Mayor) Patsy 
Sloan and City Manager Charles Coates," 
Webb said. "The commission also will be 
spending time with department heads." 

Webb said he will be as involved in city af
fairs as he can be but Is glad the job is not 
full-time. 

"I think it's necessary that a city this size 
have a professional to run it on a day-to-day 
basis," Webb said. "That doesn't mean that 
I'll simply rubber stamp every recommenda
tion that Coates makes. The people who 
elected us thought we had good judgment 
and want us to use it."• 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE OF
FICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL'S 
REPORT 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, yester
day I introduced into the RECORD the 
sanitized version of Department of De
fense Office of Inspector General's re
port: "Audit of Contractor Accounting 
Practice Changes for C-17 Engineering 
Costs." Today I want to focus on press 
reports dealing with that report. 

Stories in the Los Angeles Times, 
"United States Had Plan for McDon
nell Bailout"; the Orange County Reg
ister, "Douglas Payments Criticized"; 
and Defense Week, "Pentagon Policy 
to Buttress McDonnell Douglas?" 
clearly indicate that a bailout was ac
tively pursued by the Air Force. It is 
also clear that McDonnell Douglas was 
not the innocent beneficiary of a finan
cial windfall, but had, in fact, played 
hardball with the Pentagon in an effort 
to stave off ruin. I will ask that these 
articles be inserted in the RECORD at 
the end of my remarks. 

Having successfully twisted the arm 
of the Air Force, one can't he~p but 
wonder if similar pressure tactics were 
applied to the Navy. The Navy is cur
rently negotiating with McDonnell 
Douglas and General Dynamics over 
the recovery of $1.35 billion in progress 
payments associated with the A-12 
that were provided for work either not 
undertaken or not completed. Here 
again, progress payments inappropri
ately made are at the center of a pro
gram plagued by cost overruns and 
schedule delays. No one has blinked at 
similar cost overruns hounding the T-
45, overruns all the more remarkable 
when one considers that the program is 
a simple modification of an inservice 
aircraft. A more ambitious upgrade 
program, the F/A-18E/F, also has been 
dogged by skyrocketing cost increases, 
and the aircraft hasn't even left the 
drawing board. The distinct outline of 
a pattern emerges. 

Surprisingly, the usually diligent 
bean counters at the Pentagon have 

been strangely silent regarding these 
programs. Isn't it odd that an organiza
tion that can begrudge $0.4 million in 
meals ready to eat for the Navy has 
nothing to say about billions poured 
into the sinkhole in St. Louis. Friends, 
a political decision appears to have 
been made by people who face no elec
torate: McDonnell Douglas is too big 
too fail. The same bureaucrats who 
cavalierly put the tank and submarine 
industrial bases to the sword have 
proven a knight in shining armor to 
the maiden on the Mississippi. Why? 

I find this outrageous. Show me a de
fense contractor, any defense co~trac
tor, who would not benefit from the 
largesse shown McDonnell Douglas. 
The unique treatment this company 
has received, particularly when so 
many others are being shoved through 
death's door, deserves greater congres
sional scrutiny. As much as it is in my 
power to do so, it will get that scru
tiny. 

I ask that the material referred to 
earlier be printed in the RECORD. 

The material follows: 
[From the Los Angeles Times, Mar. 23, 1992] 
UNITED STATES HAD PLAN FOR MCDONNELL 

BAILOUT 
(By Ralph Vartabedian) 

In what amounted to a plan to bail out the 
nation's largest defense contractor, the Pen
tagon had a secret program to "fix" McDon
nell Douglas Corp.'s severe financial prob
lems late in 1990, according to a confidential 
audit by the Defense bepartment's inspector 
general. 

Auditors found that the plan-which would 
have been undertaken with public funding 
but without any public debate-included six 
options, many of which were "pursued in 
some form" to increase the amount of Penta
gon cash paid to the St. Louis-based aero
space firm at a time when its business was in 
crisis. 

McDonnell received two questionable pay
ments in late 1990-one for $148 million and 
another for $72 million, according to the 
audit. But the report does not give a full ac
counting of what other actions may have 
benefited the company. 

The payments and the overall plan "in
volved significant noncompliance with re
quirements" of federal defense procurement 
law, according to the audit. The report was 
issued last month, but findings about the 
bailout were deleted. The Times obtained the 
confidential sections about the bailout. 

Although McDonnell recovered from its 
immediate cash problems by mid-1991, a gov
ernment debate is continuing about the 
firm's financial condition and its need for a 
$2-billion foreign investment into its com
mercial aircraft business. 

A company spokesman declined to com
ment Sunday. Senior defense officials have 
stated in congressional hearings that there 
was no bailout of the firm. Other defense of
ficials who asked not be quoted by name also 
denied in interviews that a bailout was in
tended. Clearly, not all of the Pentagon's ac
tions have benefited McDonnell. 

The findings of the audit raise important 
public policy questions about how the De
fense Department will deal with troubled 
contractors as the industry shrinks in the 
aftermath of the Cold War. 

The audit does not address whether these
cret fix-it plan was legal. Past government 
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bailouts of major corporations-including 
those of Lockheed Corp. in 1971 and Chrysler 
Corp. in 1979--were debated and approved by 
Congress. 

Rep. John Conyers Jr. (D-Mich.) asked the 
Pentagon's inspector general in a recent let
ter to investigate the alleged bailout plan, 
including a complete accounting of how 
much was funneled to McDonnell and who 
authorized the plan. Those questions were 
not addressed in the recent audit, which fo
cuses mainly on the two payments and refers 
to the bailout plan in a few passages. 

The House Government Operations Com
mittee, which Conyers chairs, is conducting 
an investigation of all of McDonnell's pro
grams to determine if the military services 
have provided other types of relief to the 
company since 1990. A hearing is scheduled 
for next month. 

The Pentagon's. alleged actions in 1990 to 
help McDonnell carne against a backdrop in 
which the government was virtually backed 
into a corner by the contractor's problems. 
The company was suffering from huge cost 
overruns on many of its major military pro
grams and losing money on its commercial 
aircraft business. 

During an extraordinary teleconference in
volving the Pentagon's highest civilian and 
military procurement officials in October, 
1990, McDonnell Douglas Chairman John 
McDonnell threatened to stop the C-17 cargo 
jet program if he were not provided with 
about $500 million in special payments, ac
cording to a participant in the teleconfer
ence and congressional investigators probing 
the plan. 

The teleconference involved John Betti, 
then the Pentagon's undersecretary for ac
quisition; John Welch, assistant Air Force 
secretary; then-Brig. Gen. Michael Butchko, 
at the time the Air Force's program manager 
for the C-17, and John McDonnell, among 
others. At one point, the Navy's representa
tive walked out of the meeting because he 
wanted no part in the plan, according to two 
sources knowledgeable about the meeting. 

At least one of the senior officials at the 
teleconference told McDonnell that the best 
he could do in terms of providing financial 
assistance was $250 million to $300 million by 
speeding up contract payments on the C-17, 
according to key sources. 

The audit does not directly cite that meet
ing, but it does refer to a "Finance Condition 
Review Team" that included representatives 
from all of the military services, the Defense 
Department and McDonnell-many of the 
same players involved in the teleconference. 

According to the audit, the bailout plan 
was "documented" in a briefing provided to 
the review team in September and October of 
1990. It encompassed three options that 
would not require approval outside the De
fense Department and three options that 
would require outside approval. 

The internal options were to allow some 
shifting of costs in the firm's contracts, to 
make unusual contract payments and to di
rect advances on contracts. The external op
tions included transferring funds to increase 
the size of McDonnell's contracts and "ex
traordinary financial relief'' under public 
law. 

The audit found that McDonnell received a 
$148-rnillion payment on the C-17 cargo jet 
program in 1990 because the Air Force al
lowed the firm to shift development costs to 
its aircraft production contract, which had 
the effect of accelerating payments to the 
firm. That assertion about the C-17, which 
McDonnell builds in Long Beach, was pre
viously made by Pentagon auditors in con
gressional hearings last year. 

In addition, the public portions of the 
audit released last month found that in Oc
tober of 1990, another payment to McDonnell 
was made that appeared improper because 
the firm's progress on the C-17 was not ade
quate to justify the money. 

But a memorandum by a Defense Depart
ment contracting officer stressed the impor
tance of approving the payment based on an 
"urgent and pressing financial need of 
McDonnell Douglas and potential adverse 
impact to the C-17 program," the audit said. 
That S81-million payment was $72 million 
more than the firm deserved, the public re
port states. 

Other Pentagon actions involving McDon
nell are coming under scrutiny. 

Congressional sources said they were ex
amining the NaVY'S termination of the A-12 
Stealth attack jet program in early 1991, to 
determine whether that was part of the bail
out plan. The Pentagon deferred its demand 
for a repayment of $1.35 billion by McDonnell 
and its partner, General Dynamics. 

The NaVY'S current plan to update its F-18 
jet fighter at a development cost of about $4 
billion is prompting some in Congress to 
question why an update should be so expen
sive when the entire A-12 development con
tract only cost $4.7 billion, a staffer said. 

He also called into question why the audi
tor's assertions about a documented plan 
were not made public earlier. The public 
audit deletes passages about the plan, saying 
in a footnote that they contain "contractor 
confidential or proprietary data." But the 
congressional staffer said it appeared to him 
that the finding was "just embarrassing." 

[From the Orange County Register, Feb. 14, 
1992] 

DOUGLAS PAYMENTS CRITICIZED 

(By David J. Lynch) 
Douglas Aircraft Co. received $148 million 

in Pentagon payments on the C-17 program 
several months early after Air Force offi
cials bent the rules to help the company 
through a cash crunch, according to a new 
report by the Defense Department inspector 
general. 

"Douglas did not properly charge develop
ment and production costs .... At least $148 
million was disbursed that would not have 
otherwise been available," the report said. 

The report noted that Douglas received no 
money to which it was not entitled. But the 
company did receive substantial accelerated 
payments in late 1990 and 1991 thanks to an 
accounting change in the way it billed the 
government, the audit concluded. 

The company's relief of accelerated pay
ments was acknowledged by the Air Force in 
congressional testimony last November. 
Some lawmakers have said the payments 
amounted to an unpublicized Pentagon bail
out of cash-strapped McDonnell Douglas 
Corp., the nation's No.1 weapons maker. 

The amount of the payments is greater 
than officials indicated at that hearing, ac
cording to the report, which provides new de
tails on events surrounding the controversy. 

A copy of the unreleased inspector gen
eral's report dated Feb. 13 was obtained by 
The Orange County Register. 

At issue is an Oct. 11, 1990, request by 
Douglas for a change in the accounting rules 
that governed payments for its C-17 work. 
The company is developing and building the 
first six cargo jets under a $6.6 billion con
tract, which includes separate funding for 
development and production expenses. 

By July 1990, Douglas had exhausted all 
the development funding available for that 
fiscal year. Unless it were allowed to shift 

some development expenses to the contract's 
production account, Douglas would have 
been forced to eat tens of millions of dollars 
in unpaid bills, the report said. 

At the same time, corporate parent 
McDonnell Douglas also faced severe finan
cial pressures. Saddled with a $2.97 billion 
aerospace debt, McDonnell was viewed by 
government analysts as financially weak. 

Air Force officials approved the company's 
proposal Nov. 1, shifting $172 million in de
velopment costs to the production account. 
Of that amount, Douglas ultimately was paid 
$148 mlllion several months early. 

Douglas already had been receiving special 
treatment, according to the report. The 
Long Beach aircraft maker was being paid 99 
percent of its submitted costs rather than 
the industry standard of 80 percent. 

The audit led to a reduction in the pay
ment rate to 97 percent beginning in Novem
ber 1991, the report said. 

The Pentagon's top auditor criticized 
Douglas for maintaining an unreasonably 
low estimate of the C-17 contract cost by 
"artificially" capping some labor costs and 
failing to submit the documentation re
quired to support the accounting change. 

Douglas spokesman Jim Ramsey referred 
inquiries to the Air Force. 

But the report's strongest language was re
served for the Air Force officials overseeing 
the program! the Defense Contract Audit 
Agency, and the military's representative at 
Douglas. The report said they failed to co
ordinate their policies and did not determine 
how the change would affect the govern
ment. 

"The Air Force doesn't believe we did any
thing wrong regarding progress payments," 
said Maj. Bob Perry, an Air Force spokesman 
in Washington. 

Col. Kenneth Tollefson, the military rep
resentative at Douglas, declined comment, 
saying he had not seen the report. 

[From Defense Week, Feb. 24, 1992] 
PENTAGON POLICY TO BUTTRESS MCDoNNELL 

DOUGLAS? 
(By Eric Rosenberg and Tony Capaccio) 

Pentagon officials organized a plan "to 
provide additional funding," possibly mil
lions of dollars, to a cash-starved and debt
ridden Douglas Aircraft Co. in late 1990, ac
cording to censored sections of a recent In
spector General report on the C-17 transport. 

While a sanitized, publicly-released report 
assesses the acceleration of $148 million in 
progress payments to the Long Beach, Calif., 
firm, it makes no mention of what appears 
to be a Pentagon-wide policy to improve the 
firms's financial health at a time when its 
parent was staggering under record-breaking 
debt and massive projected overruns on a 
Navy attack jet and training aircraft. 

But according to the previously withheld 
sections made available to Defense Week, 
the actions surrounding the accelerated 
progress payments "were part of a common 
effort to improve the cash flow position of 
Douglas." The sections were deleted from 
the publicly released IG report because they 
were marked "contractor confidential." 

Both versions state that, though the pay
ments were accelerated in an inappropriate 
fashion, the firm was entitled to the money, 
~lbeit at a slower pace. 

The sanitized version claims Douglas re
ceived Pentagon payments for the transport 
several months early after the Air Force 
bent the rules. "Douglas did not properly 
charge development and production costs 
. .. At least $148 million was disbursed that 
would not have otherwise been available," 
the report said. 
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But the "business sensitive" version states 

the reason behind the accelerated payments 
lay in "an overall plan to provide additional 
funding to McDonnell Douglas. The plan was 
documented in a briefing on the results of a 
review of McDonnell Douglas contract per
formance, problems, financial condition, 
etc." 

Jim Ramsey, a spokesman for Douglas 
said: "It doesn't sound to me like there's 
anything new. Douglas received no special 
treatment on the C-17 in any way. In fact, 
the progress payments were reduced in the 
beginning of 1991 and reduced again at the 
beginning of this year." 

Air Force spokesman Capt. George Sillia 
steered inquiries to the Defense Contract 
Management Command, saying senior serv
ice officials are not involved in issuing pay
ments to contractors.• 

KENTUCKY ROLL CALL-
CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 

• Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
my home State benefits from the in
sightful and comprehensive coverage of 
government and politics by Kentucky 
Roll Call, a respected newsletter. 
Amidst a heated debate over campaign 
finance reform in the general assem
bly, Kentucky Roll Call recently pub
lished an article by editor Lowell 
Reese, which was highly critical of tax
payer financing and spending limits, 
the principal elements of the reform 
bill under consideration. 

Taxpayer financing and spending lim
its are also the main components of the 
Democrats' campaign finance reform 
proposals passed in the Senate and 
House last year. I will not go into the 
myriad reasons those provisions would 
lock in incumbents and corrupt the po
litical process. The Kentucky Roll Call 
article I am about to insert into the 
RECORD will cover those subjects. 

Mr. President, last week the major
ity leader appointed conferees to try 
and salvage something from the cam
paign bills the Senate and House 
passed last year. As we begin that proc
ess I urge my colleagues to review this 
article from Kentucky Roll Call. It ex
plains why taxpayer financing and 
spending limits are not reform. In fact, 
they are roadblocks to reform. 

Taxpayer financing and spending lim
its have been a $500 million disaster in 
the Presidential system-more if you 
figure in all the accountants and law
yers that system has required. They 
are a formula for failure-in Kentucky 
and in congressional elections. 

If my colleagues across the aisle like 
the status quo in campaign finance, 
then insistence on taxpayer financing 
and spending limits is the ticket. Be
cause so long as those provisions are in 
the final bill there will be no campaign 
finance reform. 

Mr. President, I ask that an article 
from Kentucky Roll Call be inserted in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at this 
point. 

The article follows: 

[From the Kentucky Roll Call, Mar. 6, 1992] 
SHOULD ALL T A.XPAYERS FUND 
GUBERNATORIAL CAMPAIGNS? 

Who should pay for gubernatorial can
didates to get elected? The rich, the middle 
class or even minimum wage employees? All 
of them would, if a bill passed by the state 
Senate yesterday to provide public financing 
of gubernatorial campaigns were adopted. 

SB 221 would provide partial public financ
ing for candidates for governor and lieuten
ant governor, and require them to run as a 
team ... slated together like the president 
and vice president on the national ticket. If 
a slate voluntarily agreed to limit spending 
... to $1.8 million per election, it would re
ceive government money to the tune of $1.2 
million. The threshold to qualify is $600,000. 
It's $2 for $1 matching. 

That is, if a slate raises $600,000 from pri
vate donors ... the government would pitch 
in twice that amount-thus, the $1.8 million 
limit. This could be repeated in the fall. So 
the limit for a campaign would be $3.6 mil
lion . . . which is about what Congressman 
Larry Hopkins raised last year during his 
unsuccessful race for governor. 

There is a runoff provision in the Senate 
bill, meaning if no slate in the primary re
ceived at least 40 percent of the vote ... a 
runoff election would be held between the 
top two slates. And each slate would get 
$300,000 in government money, specifically 
for the runoff (there would be no private 
funds involved). 

Proponents of public financing say it's an 
"incentive" to encourage candidates for gov
ernor to voluntarily accept spending limits. 
They say this would make campaigns for 
governor less expensive, diminish depend
ency on private donations and take the "for 
sale" sign off the Capitol. But opponents say 
it won't work that way. While they generally 
acknowledge that campaigns are too expen
sive and invite corruption ... the remedy 
offered by public financing will only make 
matters worse. 

Secretary of State Bob Babbage, who plans 
to run for governor in 95, favors public fi
nancing. He told a legislative committee last 
week that "the middle class need not apply" 
as candidates for governor, unless public fi
nancing passes suggesting that the current 
system heavily favors the rich, and public fi
nancing would give anyone a competitive 
chance to be governor. 

But some observers point out another 
view. Instead of public financing expanding 
the pool of candidates, it may have the oppo
site affect ... and make it easier, for insid
ers such as Babbage and Lt. Gov. Paul Pat
ton, to get elected. A limit on spending 
would significantly reduce paid TV ads, and 
therefore, handicap a newcomer's ability to 
build name recognition. 

In contrast, it would aid the professional 
politicians who have spent eight to 12 years 
positioning themselves to be governor. It 
would make the lesser constitutional offices 
greater stepping stones than they have been 
in the past. 

And if basketball celebrity Dan Issei (sec
retary of the Tourism Cabinet) decides to 
run for governor in '95, this is a dream bill. 
He has name recognition ... that spending 
limits would make very difficult for a fresh 
face in politics to match. This would be a 
built-in advantage for all future celebrities 
who might aspire to be governor. 

The public financing bill does provide an 
option. Candidates wouldn't be forced to ac
cept the government money. They could run 
their campaigns on private donations. But 
the bill would cap contributions at $100 for 

states refusing public money-making it 
nearly impossible to compete, for anyone ex
cept the rich. (States that accept govern
ment money could accept contributions up 
to $500. This part of the bill, and other provi
sions that penalize those who don't accept 
government money is considered by some to 
be unconstitutional and is almost sure to be 
tested in court.) 

Kentucky has not seen "independent ex
penditure" campaigns before. But get ready 
for them if this bill passes. They will become 
a major feature of all future campaigns for 
governor. And there are no limits on what 
special interest groups, single issue groups 
and rich relatives can spend to support (or 
attack) a candidate . . . all legal, as long 
the candidate is not in any way a knowning 
participant. 

One of the best examples of this was in the 
1988 presidential race ... George Bush's 
campaign never paid to put Willie Horton's 
face on TV; that was all done by an inde
pendent expenditure group. If public financ
ing passes in Kentucky, independent expend
iture activities will proliferate like mush
rooms in a wet meadow. 

Public financing is a slap in the face to the 
American private enterprise system. Can
didates should be given the chance to prove 
their worth ... and contributions will fol
low accordingly just as the dollar always 
chases value. The way to reduce corruption 
in gubernatorial politics is not through giv
ing the candidates government money. It's 
by limiting contributions to some reasonable 
amount and reducing the influence that a 
governor has over contributors. 

Public financing, among all of its other 
ills, will increase the amount of cash float
ing around on election day in the streets of 
Louisville and hollows of Eastern Kentucky 
underground currency will be east in a more 
important role than ever before.• 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Senator 
AKAKA be recognized to address the 
Senate, and that upon the completion 
of his remarks, the Senate stand ad
journed, as under the order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Pursuant to the order, the Senator 
from Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA] is recognized. 

IN MEMORY OF MORRNAH 
NALAMAKU SIMEONA 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, it is an 
honor and a privilege for me to take 
the floor of the Senate to speak in 
memory of Morrnah Nalamaku 
Simeona who passed away on February 
11, 1992, and for whom commemorative 
services will be held in Hawaii on April 
5. I do so with a heavy heart and deep 
sense of loss. 

I join her daughter, Karen Piilani 
Simeona, and other members of her 
family and friends, to mourn the un
timely passing of her mother. We shall 
all miss her quiet but strong presence 
and leadership, her friendship, and 
most of all her understanding and com
passion. We take solace though that 
she has departed from this world and is 
going home to life eternal. 
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ORDERS FOR TOMORROW Morrnah was deeply committed to 

ho'oponopono which she taught and 
practiced to bring about a spiritual re
lationship between self and the divin
ity, the way to self-identity. In this 
way, Morrnah brought understanding, 
peace of mind and happiness to the 
many, many people she touched over 
the years. Her good works continue 
through the Foundation of "I," Free
dom of the Cosmos, which she founded. 

Morrnah gave freely of her spiritual
ity to others throughout her life, and 
for this she received many unsolicited 
honors. She has been recognized as a 
living treasure by the Hawaii State 
Legislature and the Honpa Hongwanji 
Mission. Among the other high honors 
that were bestowed on her was recogni
tion by the United States Jaycees and 
the International Register of Profiles 
in Cambridge, England, for her con
tributions to society. 

She left Hawaii in 1980 in a peripa
tetic mission to share her gift with the 
world. She conducted seminars in near
ly a dozen States and many countries 
as well. She went t .o New York, Califor
nia, Washington, Pennsylvania, North 
Carolina, Virginia, Arizona, Maryland, 
New Mexico, Florida, and Washington, 
DC. She went to Denmark, Sweden, 
Italy, Germany, Belgium, Holland, 
Switzerland, France, Yugoslavia, Rus
sia, and Greece. Her updated process of 
ho'oponopono has been translated into 
Danish, Flemish, French, German, 
Greek, Italian, Polish, Russian, and 
Spanish. I cite this litany of States and 

countries, and translations, only to im
press on one and all that Morrnah was 
indeed a universal authority on 
"ho'oponopono." 

And when she visited Washington, 
DC, and learned that the original 
model of the Statue of Freedom from 
which the mold of the statue which 
stands on top of our Capitol dome was 
made lay in ignominious storage, she 
was inspired to refurbish and restore 
the statue for display in a place of 
honor. She shared her intentions with 
me, and as a Member of the U.S. House 
of Representatives, I amended the Leg
islative Committee on Appropriations 
bill to permit the Architect of the U.S. 
Capitol to receive private funds for this 
purpose. Morrnah then raised $25,000 
which she donated to the Architect of 
the U.S. Capitol. The U.S. Capitol Pres
ervation Commission accepted the gift 
and approved the proposal to display 
the statue in the Russell Rotunda. This 
will be done by the end of this year. 
The model of the Statue of Freedom in 
the Russell Rotunda will serve as an 
eternal remembrance of Morrnah 
Nalamaku Simeona. 

Mr. President, my wife, Millie, and I 
join all the people of Hawaii, our Na
tion and the world to bid Morrnah 
Nalamaku Simeona, aloha and a peace
ful journey home. We are the better 
today for having known her, and the 
world a better place for her having 
passed through. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 9 a.m., 
Thursday, March 26; that on Thursday, 
following the prayer, the Journal of 
Proceedings be deemed to have been 
approved to date; that the call of the 
calendar be waived; and no motions or 
resolutions come over under the rule; 
and that the morning hour be deemed 
to have expired; that the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; that there then be a 
period for morning business, not to ex
tend beyond 11:30 a.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for up to 5 
minutes each; with Senator BRADLEY 
recognized for up to 40 minutes; that 
there be 30 minutes under the control 
of Senator CRANSTON or his designee; 
and that Senators KASTEN, WALLOP, 
KASSEBAUM and SMITH be recognized 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
stand in adjournment until the hour of 
9 a.m., Thursday, March 26. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 8:10 p.m., 
adjourned until Thursday, March 26, 
1992, at 9 a.m. 
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